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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, June 8, 1989 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend William H. Carr, St. 

Augustine's Catholic Church, Rich
mond, VA, offered the following 
prayer: 

All powerful and ever-living God, we 
do well to offer You praise today, and 
to give You thanks in all we do. 

You spoke a message of peace and 
taught us to live as brothers and sis
ters. Your message took form in the 
vision of our forefathers as they fash
ioned a nation where men and women 
might live as one. Your message lives 
on in our midst as a task for us today 
and a promise for tomorrow. 

We thank You, Father, for Your 
blessings in the past and for all that, 
with Your help, we must yet achieve. 
Send Your blessing, we pray, upon this 
body; help them to acknowledge that 
You are the Ruler of Nations and 
that, with Your divine help, peace and 
justice can be achieved in this land, in 
this world. 

Help us, 0 God, for You are God, 
now and always. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask 

the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY] if he would kindly come for
ward and lead the membership in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. OBEY led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under 
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for 
all. 

WELCOME TO THE REVEREND 
WILLIAM H. CARR 

<Mr. BLILEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to welcome our guest chaplain, 
the Reverend William H. Carr of St. 
Augustine's Catholic Church in Rich
mond. 

This year Father Carr celebrates the 
20th anniversary of his ordination to 
the priesthood. Over the past 20 years 
he has touched the lives of many Vir-

ginians, but he especially has enriched 
the lives of the State's youth. For 5 
years Father Carr served as the State 
director for Catholic youth activities. 
In the early 1970's he organized 
masses in Richmond to spiritually sup
port the families of young soldiers 
being held as prisoners of war in Viet
nam. 

Even with his involvement in com
munity work, Father Carr has contin
ued to devote much of his time and 
energy to his parish and is well-loved 
by the congregation of St. Augustine's 
where he has been pastor for 6 years. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating this highly esteemed 
clergyman who has committed his life 
to God and to serving his fellow man. 

WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION 
FOR CONTRACT EMPLOYEES 

<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the very first major pieces of 
legislation that President Bush signed 
this year was the Whistleblower Pro
tection Act. This was for people in the 
civil service, and I was very, very 
proud that he made that an early-on 
signature, because President Reagan 
had vetoed it. I think he sent the 
wrong message. 

I am very pleased now that we have 
dealt with whistleblower protections 
for defense employees. whistle blower 
protections for civil employees, but we 
have not dealt with the contract em
ployees, and that is very important. 

In my district we are seeing a terrific 
scandal with the DOE and a nuclear 
weapons plant that was all brought to 
light by whistleblowers. 

We have known that defense con
tract whistleblowers have been impor
tant in showing waste, fraud, and 
abuse, and NASA whistleblowers, 
when pointing out that the 0-rings did 
not work. 

Yesterday I introduced the whistle
blower protection for contract employ
ees. I think it is very important that 
we close the gap in this whole area 
and make the circle complete. I cer
tainly hope people will join me in co
sponsoring it and, once and for all, 
when people do the right thing and 
help us fight waste, fraud. and abuse, 
they are protected rather than sacri
ficed. 

ANOTHER CRISIS BREWING AT 
OUR FEET 

<Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, there is 
another crisis brewing right at our 
feet, one of our own making. 

In 1987, when the Congress passed 
OBRA, the Omnibus Budget Reconcil
iation Act of that year, it included a 
provision in it that mandated that by 
July 1, 1989, fast approaching us, 
nurse's aides in nursing homes would 
have to be certified and to pass compe
tency examinations before they can 
retain their positions. This is a ghastly 
prospect for our nursing homes. 

If Members talk to their own nurs
ing homes in their districts and to the 
nursing communities within those 
nursing homes and to the nurse's aides 
themselves, they will find out many of 
them are going to resign, nurse's aides, 
rather than have to undergo a compe
tency examination. 

Some of them have been on the job 
offering tender care to our elderly pa
tients for 20 years or more, who never 
had to take an examination. and yet 
are the most stalwart, best qualified, 
experienced people we have to tend to 
the ailing patient community in the 
nursing homes. We are cutting off our 
own noses to spite our faces when we 
insist that they become competent at 
something at which they are already 
competent. 

I am asking Members to join in legis
lation that I have introduced and 
which now is lodged in subcommittees 
chaired by the distinguished gentle
man from California [Mr. WAXMAN] 
and the distinguished gentleman from 
California [Mr. STARK], and ask them 
to have hearings on this matter so 
that we can see if we can at least 
grandfather in those long-time em
ployees, nurse's aides, who have done 
such a splendid job until now. 

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE 
JOHN LEWIS 

<Mr. DARDEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, just 30 
years ago in most parts of the South, a 
young black man could not enter the 
college of his choice, no matter how 
bright or energetic he might have 
been. JOHN LEWIS, who today is our 
colleague in this House, was one of 

D This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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many whose educational aspirations 
were limited by the segregation poli
cies of that day. 

Last week, in an act which is symbol
ic of the progress of race relations in 
our region, and indeed across the 
entire Nation, JOHN LEWIS was award
ed an honorary doctorate of law 
degree from Troy State University in 
Alabama. It was Troy State which, 30 
years earlier, as an all white institu· 
tion, refused to even consider his ap
plication to enter its undergraduate 
program. 

Ironically, JOHN LEWIS' letter to Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., seeking sup
port for his application to Troy State, 
led to JOHN'S historic involvement in 
the civil rights movement. 

All of us can be proud of the role our 
colleague, JOHN LEWIS of Georgia, 
played in breaking down the barriers 
of racial segregation in this Nation. 
Thanks to his efforts and the devotion 
of so many others to the cause of civil 
rights, the color of their skin will 
never again prevent any of our young 
people from entering the college of 
their choice. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. GINGRICH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for this time for the purpose of inquir
ing of my friend from California, the 
majority leader, the program for next 
week. 

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Calif or
nia. 

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, on 
Monday next, we will meet at noon, 
and there will be no legislative busi
ness. On Tuesday, we will meet at 
noon, and we will have three suspen
sions. Recorded votes on the suspen
sions will be postponed until after the 
debate on all suspensions. 

D 1010 
The gentleman has the bills in front 

of him. So I will not go through each 
one: 

H.R. 1502, District of Columbia 
Police Authorization and Expansion 
Act of 1989; 

H. Con. Res. 113, calling on the Gov
ernment of Vietnam to expedite the 
release and emigration of reeducation 
camp detainees; and 

H. Res. 120, to express the sense of 
the House in support of actions to 
eliminate preventable deaths and dis
abling illness, especially among chil
dren, and of efforts to attain the 
United Nations goals of universal 
childhood immunization by 1990 and 
health for all by the year 2000. 

On Wednesday we will meet at noon 
and on Thursday we will meet at 10 
a.m. 

The bill under discussion for 
Wednesday and Thursday will be the 
rule on the Financial Institutions 
Reform, Recovery and Enforcement 
Act of 1989. We will do the rule; and 
then we will do the bill, starting on 
the bill itself on Wednesday and 
hoping to complete action on Thurs
day. 

We will be sending the minimum 
wage bill to the President on Tuesday 
and depending on when the President 
takes action on that, and what action 
he might take, the House may then be 
required to take action next week. But 
that will all depend on the President's 
action. 

On Friday the House will not be in 
session. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me ask, if I 
might, two questions about what is 
coming up next week. The first is, as I 
am sure my colleague is aware, on 
Wednesday we have one of the major 
events of the year from the standpoint 
of the Republican Party involving the 
President of the United States, and 
that begins about 6:30. I was wonder
ing if we can try to work out in such a 
way that by agreeing to go in at noon 
we can also try to rise in terms of any 
votes by around 6 on Wednesday and 
then be able to try to finish up on 
Thursday. I wonder if that might be 
possible. 

Mr. COELHO. The distinguished 
Whip can be assured that the leader
ship will be very cooperative with this 
side of the aisle and with the Presi
dent. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Then, second, I 
wanted to ask for just a moment, 
there is some very real concern on our 
side of the aisle as we approach H.R. 
1278 on Wednesday, which is one of 
the most important bills we will take 
up this year, the savings and loan bill, 
an extraordinarily important bill 
where there has been a lot of biparti
san effort, it is our understanding that 
a significant portion of the bill was re
written after it came out of committee 
and that there may well be a parlia
mentary problem in terms of the bill 
that the committee voted out and the 
scale of corrections which exceeds the 
technical definition and becomes sub
stantive, and I just wanted to let the 
House know that there may be some 
very real concerns raised both in the 
Committee on Rules and on the floor 
on Tuesday and Wednesday as we try 
to take it up. I would hope that on a 
bipartisan basis we can walk through 
what is, I think, a very difficult 
moment for both sides of the aisle 
since it is such an unusual procedure 
to have that scale of change in the bill 
after the committee has actually 
passed it out of committee. 

I would be glad to yield if the gentle
man would like to comment. I just 

wanted to lay that out as we discussed 
the schedule for next week. 

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the information from the minori
ty side. This is, of course, one of the 
more important bills that we consider 
in this session, and as it is an impor
tant bill for the administration, hope
fully, it is something that we can work 
together on in a bipartisan way to 
report this bill out, to get it to the 
President quickly. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say finally, 
and I appreciate very much my col
league's help in all this, I think it is 
fair next week to say that we will 
probably end fairly late on Thursday 
and that Members should be aware of 
that and that in this week in particu
lar I think it is Republicans who have 
to take some of the burden because of 
the comity being shown by the Demo
cratic leadership. So for whatever in
convenience we have, I do think, as I 
understand it, there will be an effort 
to finish the bill, whatever it takes on 
Thursday. It is a very important bill 
and very high on the President's prior
ities. 

So I just want to say publicly I real
ize full well to what degree your bend
ing over to help us on Wednesday may 
lead us to bear a little bit of a burden 
for the length of time it takes on 
Thursday. 

Mr. COELHO. If the gentleman will 
yield, I think the gentleman is correct. 
If we do rise at an early hour on 
Wednesday earlier than we anticipat
ed because of activities involving the 
President that would necessitate us 
staying later on Thursday, and all 
Members should be so advised at this 
particular point. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, does fairly late mean 
after 8 o'clock on Thursday? 

Mr. COELHO. If the gentleman will 
yield, very late means however late 
you want to be to complete the bill. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I think that is a 
fair point. This is a very important 
piece of legislation. As many people 
have said, it is a good time for us to go 
on and focus on legislation. 

Mr. BARNARD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. BARNARD. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs, and just by chance 
being here this morning to hear this 
dialog, I am somewhat concerned 
about the statement that so much of 
the bill has been rewritten after the 
committee has reported the bill. And I 
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would interpret from what the conver
sation was that there will be points of 
order brought against the bill because 
of that particular matter? 

Mr. GINGRICH. If I might say to 
my friend who is a very distinguished 
leader in the Committee on Banking, 
it is my understanding-I am not on 
the Banking Committee and I am not 
expert in this area-it is my under
standing that in the housing section of 
the bill there were some substantive 
rather than technical changes made 
without any consultation on the Re
publican side and after the bill had 
left the committee. I understand that 
there will be an effort made at the 
Rules Committee to ensure that the 
bill as written by the committee is a 
base vehicle and not the bill as rewrit
ten. But certainly in the savings and 
loan sections there is no problem. 

Mr. BARNARD. In other words, 
what the gentleman is saying is that is 
being communicated both at the Com
mittee on Rules and the Committee on 
Banking so we are not going to have 
any surprises on the floor when this 
bill develops. 

Mr. GINGRICH. No. In fact I might 
say the specific reason I wanted, with 
the generous help of the majority 
leader, to bring this out right now for 
Members to be aware is I think there 

that we will meet on Friday if neces
sary to complete this bill this week. 

So that we will go as late as possible 
on Wednesday in cooperation with the 
other side of the aisle and the Presi
dent, we will work all day Thursday 
and try to complete this bill and work 
late Thursday, but if necessary to 
complete the bill we have to be here 
on Friday, we will be in on Friday. 

So Members should be on notice. 
Mr. GINGRICH. Well, let me say 

again we are very willing to amend the 
time we come in on Wednesday be
cause of the gentleman's caucus. The 
gentleman is being very generous in 
helping us Wednesday evening. I think 
Members, looking honestly at the 
schedule so far this year, have little 
cause to complain, if in dealing with 
one of the President's most important 
items we take the time to do it thor
oughly, to allow Members a chance to 
amend and to debate even if it means 
ending up here on a Friday. 

So I just want to step forward and 
say on a bipartisan basis that we will 
take our half of the guff for this. This 
is a legitimate, serious thing to do, and 
we will take the time necessary to do 
it. I appreciate the Speaker and the 
majority leader being so cooperative in 
this. 

Mr. COELHO. I thank the gentle-
is every possibility that on a bipartisan 
basis the leadership on both sides can 
solve it. But I would say on our side er. 
that it is such a fundamental question 

man. 
Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the Speak-

of the importance of the committee 
and what does it mean when you ask 
for technical corrections, that I think 
we would hope that we could have the 
base bill be the bill which came from 
the committee originally and not the 
bill as it apparently was revised. 

Mr. BARNARD. Let me say I cer
tainly concur in that. Our only admo
nition, of course, is that there be no 
surprises because this is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation 
that we are going to address this year. 
Up to this point it has been a biparti
san bill; we have taken the President's 
bill and we have worked with it as like
wise the Senate has. So hopefully we 
will have all caution flags acknowl
edged before we get into the bill. 

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. COELHO. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say some
thing before our colleague, the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] 
leaves the floor: There was a question 
about how late Thursday night. I want 
to clarify that and say that we would 
anticipate staying late Thursday 
night, but if it is clear that we cannot 
complete the bill Thursday night as a 
result of us rising early on Wednesday, 
the membership should be on notice 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
JUNE 12, 1989 

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednes
day rule be dispensed with on Wednes
day next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 14, 1989 

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Tuesday, June 13, 
1989, it adjourn to meet at 1 p.m. on 
Wednesday, June 14, 1989. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

THE WORLD WATCHES AS 
CHINA ERUPTS 

<Mr. WALSH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, much has 
been said about the advent of global 
communications and the global village. 
But this past 7 days has been perhaps 
the most remarkable of this new era. 

Most dramatic have been the events 
of China. Student protest, massive re
pression, and slaughter have brought 
that great nation to the brink of civil 
war. 

We, the villagers of the globe, have 
watched in awe this entire drama on 
our televisions. The dictators of the 
world must now realize-we are all 
watching. American, Pole, African, 
Australian-we are looking out the 
front window via television and seeing 
what is really happening. 

The most poignant message for me 
was a Chinese worker who was inter
viewed on CBS. He said, "the leaders 
say we don't support the students, 
that they are hooligans and criminals. 
That few have been killed. They are 
liars. Our leaders are now telling the 
truth. Tell the world. Tell the world." 

I say back to that man: We hear you. 
We believe you. And we wish you well 
in your great struggle for democracy. 

Long live freedom in China. 

0 1020 

INDEPENDENT AGENCY NEEDED 
TO POLICE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENERGY 
<Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Tuesday of this week 
we witnessed an unprecedented event 
in which over 70 FBI and EPA agents 
descended upon a Federal nuclear 
weapons plant in my district at Rocky 
Flats to carry out an investigation of 
alleged violations of the Nation's envi
ronmental laws. 

The violations involved wrongful dis
posal of hazardous and radioactive 
wastes and efforts to conceal that fact. 
Then yesterday the Colorado Depart
ment of Health announced a long list 
of notices of violations to the Rocky 
Flats plant involving further viola
tions of the environmental permits for 
the operation of that plant. All of this, 
I think, is further evidence, if any evi
dence was needed, that the Depart
ment of Energy is simply incapable of 
effectively policing their own oper
ations in the area of health, safety, 
and environmental compliance. 

Two months ago I introduced a bill 
that would establish what I believe is a 
necessary remedy, an independent 
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agency with effective authority in en
forcement in standard setting, to make 
sure that these terribly sensitive func
tions of our national security oper
ation are carried out in a manner in 
which the public can have the neces
sary trust and confidence. 

Under current circumstances, we 
hope we will address this issue as we 
consider the defense authorization bill 
in the coming week and a half. I would 
ask my colleagues to join me in co
sponsoring H.R. 1643. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to 
announce that by virtue of the elec
tion of the Speaker, the positions held 
by the Chair as the majority leader
ship member on the Committee on the 
Budget and as ex officio member of 
the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence are, without objection, 
deemed vacated. 

There was no objection. 

SUDAN NEEDS PEACE 
<Mr. WOLF asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, Col. John 
Garang, who is the leader of the Suda
nese People's Liberation Army which 
is fighting a civil war against the Gov
ernment of Sudan, is in Washington 
this week and has been meeting with 
Government officials and Members of 
Congress about the situation in Sudan. 

As many of you know, between 
250,000 and 500,000 Sudanese died last 
year as a result of a famine in that 
country fueled by the civil war. Peace 
is the only permanent solution to the 
famine in that country and I want to 
share with my colleagues a letter that 
Mr. McNULTY and I have sent to Colo
nel Garang to encourage peace: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, June 7, 1989. 

Col. JoHN GARANG, 
Sudanese People's Liberation Anny, 
Sudan. 

DEAR COLONEL GARANG: Your visit to the 
United States presents a unique opportunity 
to show the American people and the world 
community that you are committed to 
peace. While hundreds of thousands of Su· 
danese people died of starvation last year, 
the underlying cause of their death was the 
brutal civil war. It is clear that unless peace 
is reached, the suffering and death will con
tinue. 

During our travels to Sudan, in both the 
north and the south, we were struck by the · 
fact that virtually everyone we spoke with 
wanted peace. We both met with Sudanese 
Prime Minister Sadiq al Mahdi and, in sepa
rate meetings, he assured us of his desire for 
peace. We have both met with you and you 
have assured each us of your desire for 
peace. 

We were encouraged by your commitment 
to ensure that humanitarian relief reaches 

needy Sudanese. Your offer on May 1 of a 
30-day unilateral cease-fire and offer to 
extend it for 15 days is a positive step 
toward peace. A cease-fire, however, is not 
peace. Even during the current cease-fire, 
which was implemented to permit food ship
ments to the famine victims, convoys have 
been fired upon and lives have been lost. 

Talks between the Sudanese People's Lib
eration Army and representatives of the 
Government of Sudan are scheduled for 
June 10 and offer the potential for a negoti
ated settlement to the civil war in Sudan. 

In light of the upcoming talks, we urge 
you in the strongest possible manner to 
assure the American people of your inten
tion to use the coming discussions as a vehi
cle for achieving peace in Sudan. This will 
not be easy, but rather will require an incre
mental approach that builds on areas of 
agreement leading to resolution of areas of 
disagreement. 

Your commitment to peace is the single 
most constructive step that can result from 
your visit to the United States. 

Without your wholehearted commitment 
and good faith efforts to seek peace, the suf
fering will continue and innocent men, 
women and children will die. This is not ac
ceptable to the American people or to the 
world community. 

While you have received praise during 
your visit to the United States for your com
mitment to humanitarian relief efforts, this 
must be backed by action that convinces the 
American people that your commitment to 
peace-the underlying solution to many of 
Sudan's problems-is also sincere. 

The ball is in your court: your statement 
that peace is your top priority for the June 
10 talks will assure the American people, in
cluding the many government officials and 
members of Congress with whom you met, 
that your intentions are sincere. Your fail
ure to take this important step will be a 
grave disappointment to the American 
people. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 
MICHAEL R . MCNULTY, 

Members of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, this issue is critically 
important for the hundreds of thou
sands of Sudanese men, women, and 
children who are at risk. I hope my 
colleagues will join Mr. McNuLTY and 
me in pressing Colonel Garang and 
the Government of Sudan for peace. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS TO 
THE U.S. DELEGATION TO THE 
INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE 
ON INDOCHINESE REFUGEES 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 

announce the appointment of the fol
lowing Members to the U.S. delegation 
to the International Conference on 
Indochinese Refugees: 

Mr. EDWARD F. FEIGHAN of Ohio; and 
Mr. ROBERT K. DORNAN of California. 

WILL DEMOCRACY SURVIVE? 
<Mr. McEWEN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to rise once again to express my appre
ciation and admiration for the excel
lent resolution that was presented to 

the floor yesterday by the chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL], 
as well as the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BROOMFIELD]. 

Mr. Speaker, the world has changed 
in recent years. There was a time 
when I was in college, not too long 
ago, when the Chinese were murder
ing 40 million of their own people in 
which college students and those on 
the left walked around our Nation car
rying the little red book, praising Mao. 
There was a time when the Soviet 
Union could destroy 14 million Ukrain
ians by starvation, and yet the left 
praised the revolution that was going 
on in the Soviet Union. There was a 
time when Nikita Khrushchev and 
Josef Stalin could murder 30 million 
of their own people in the Soviet 
Union and yet it was continually 
looked at as progress that was being 
made economically in that country. 

Now as the world has begun to climb 
over the Iron Curtain through satel
lites and increased communications, 
when the Chinese leadership begins to 
murder only 3,000 of their own people, 
the world begins to understand what 
communism is all about. Freedom and 
tyranny cannot coexist. The next 
decade will tell whether or not democ
racy and opportunity will survive or 
whether the tyrannical brute of com
munism will continue to collapse. It is 
an exciting time for our Nation to con
tinue to lead the world for peace and 
freedom and opportunity. 

HISTORIC SAVINGS AND LOAN 
LEGISLATION REQUIRES COOP
ERATION 
<Mr. BARNARD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BARNARD. Mr. Speaker, next 
week we are going to be taking up a 
very historical bill as we have already 
discussed somewhat this morning, 
H.R. 1278, which is the FSLIC bill. I 
cannot impress the Members too much 
as to how important this bill is. This is 
a first reconstruction of the savings 
and loan industry since the early 
1930's when we structured the Federal 
Home Loan Banking System, and this 
particular legislation needs all the at
tention and the consideration of every 
Member of the House. 

I was delighted to hear this morning 
that the distinguished minority whip 
indicated that we are going to be delib
erate in taking up this bill. Every day 
that we delay is costing us tens of mil
lions of dollars as far as the savings 
and loan industry is concerned. I hope 
that the Members will take careful 
note of this legislation. I will be atten
tive to all the provisions of it, because 
it is one of the most important pieces 
of legislation, not only from the stand-
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point of restructuring and making 
viable the savings and loan industry of 
this country, but also in providing a 
mechanism where we can guarantee 
the depositors who have put their 
money into the savings and loan indus
try of this country, that their moneys 
are safe, that their deposits are pro
tected, and that the Home Loan Bank 
System will continue to operate. 

This is going to be an historic week 
next week, as we take up this legisla
tion. We need the attention and the 
consideration and the cooperation of 
every Member. 

CHINESE GOVERNMENT 
CONDEMNATION 

(Mr. LAFALCE of New York asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, last Sat
urday the Chinese Government bru
tally violated the human rights of tens 
of thousands of their own citizens. 
They continue to do so. 

What extreme provocations drove 
them to these brutalities? The provo
cations included peaceful demonstra
tions demanding democratic reforms 
and an end to corruption. The provo
cations, Mr. Speaker, included the con
struction of a statue of liberty in the 
center of the square. The Chinese 
Government found these actions so of
fensive they sent in thousands of 
troops, guns blazing, to disperse the 
demonstrators. 

On Monday, President Bush re
sponded appropriately, for the time 
being. This week, Members of this 
House have added our condemnation 
of the past week's events. However, if 
the Chinese continue the killing and 
maiming of their own people, this 
Congress must work together to act. 
One step we can take is to ask the 
world to condemn the Chinese by re
fusing them loans from the World 
Bank. 

D 1030 
Mr. Speaker, China gets almost $2 

billion from that institution. As a 
member of the Banking Committee, I 
believe all the civilized nations of the 
world should stand together in saying 
that these acts of repression will not 
be supported with financial resources 
from the industrialized democracies of 
the world. 

FAIRNESS FOR U.S. SHIPBUILD
ING AND SHIP REPAIR INDUS
TRIES 
<Mr. PICKETT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, today, 
Ambassador Carla Hills will receive a 
petition from the U.S. Shipbuilders 

Council, urging her to use her author
ity as the United States Trade Repre
sentative under section 301 of the 
Trade Act, to eliminate the substantial 
government subsidies that shipyards 
in West Germany, Japan, Korea, and 
other nations enjoy over their United 
States competitors. 

I urge the administration to act fa
vorably on this petition. Our Nation's 
shipbuilding and ship repair base has 
eroded dramatically in recent years. 
Since 1982, 76 domestic yards have 
closed their doors, sending thousands 
of skilled Americans into other occu
pations and crippling this Nation's 
ability to mobilize in time of war. 
More alarming still is the fact that 
there is not one single commercial 
vessel over 1,000 deadweight tons on 
order or under construction in any 
shipyard in the United States today. 

This decline is not the result of fair 
competition, but the result of mount
ing government subsidies by nations 
with which we compete. Direct subsi
dies, preferential financing, and tax 
incentives from these nations to their 
domestic shipbuilders in recent years 
amount to billions of dollars. 

The U.S. Government can no longer 
stand idly by as a disinterested by
stander. These unfair foreign subsidies 
must be stopped or we will continue to 
see our shipbuilding and ship repair 
yards shrivel, and our mobilization 
base suffer. 

THE GOVERNMENT'S GUARAN
TEE ON SAVINGS AND LOAN 
DEPOSITS 
<Mrs. PATTERSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, 
soon we will have an opportunity to 
consider President Bush's savings and 
loan bill. 

For 50 years, millions of Americans 
have placed their money in savings 
and loans and banks relying on the 
Federal Government's promise that 
their money was safe under the um
brella of Federal deposit insurance. 
Senior citizens saving for their retire
ment, young couples trying to buy a 
house, and parents saving for their 
children's college education have 
relied on the Government's guarantee 
to protect them in the event the insti
tution failed. 

Next week, we will face the chal
lenge of making good on that promise. 
We must make good on that promise. 
Millions of senior citizens, young cou
ples, and parents are relying on us to 
pass a bill that keeps our pledge to 
them and ensures that this never, ever 
happens again. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE HAZ
ARDOUS MATERIALS TRANS
PORTATION AMENDMENTS OF 
1989 
<Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, 
today I am going to introduce the Haz
ardous Materials Transportation 
Amendments of 1989, in answer to the 
Hazardous Waste Act of 1974, which 
was never fully implemented. 

Today I think everybody would be 
shocked if they knew that there were 
500,000 shipments of toxic hazardous 
waste going through our communities 
each and every day of the year. That 
threatens these communities, it 
threatens the people in those commu
nities, it threatens industries and busi
nesses, and it poses a threat to the 
water we drink and the air we breathe. 
Emergency response teams, our fire
fighters, do not always know and 
cannot always find out what kind of 
chemicals have spilled from these 
wrecks, and it is very important that 
they have this information so they 
know exactly what they have to do to 
save these communities. 

This legislation will strengthen that 
1974 bill, and it will provide the re
sponse teams with the instant infor
mation that is necessary. It will not 
only save our communities, but it will 
save the countless numbers of brave 
and dedicated firefighters who have in 
the past lost their lives in these situa
tions. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members 
to join with me in this very important 
piece of legislation, which has been 
made a priority of the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Surface Transporta
tion, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA]. 

LOWER INTEREST RATES, RE
DUCED SPENDING HOLD KEY 
TO ECONOMIC IMPROVEMENT 
<Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
prime rate is currently about 8 percent 
higher in the United States than in 
Japan. Our interest rates are much 
higher than in most other developed 
nations. Some people think that those 
from other nations are far better at 
business than we are. However, I think 
it is amazing that American companies 
have been able to compete at all, start
ing with such a huge disadvantage in 
the rate of interest. 

Yesterday we took up the FSX deal 
in the House. Many Members were 
concerned about the huge imbalance 
of trade between the United States 
and Japan. I am thankful that many 
foreign companies and many Japanese 
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companies have brought jobs to Ten
nessee. However, I would like to see 
some opportunities remain for Ameri
cans. We will continue to lose many of 
our best businesses and properties to 
foreign ownership unless we bring 
down our interest rates. These interest 
rates will not come down until the lib
erals in Washington stop voting for 
big spending, budget-busting bills. 

High interest rates hurt the low- and 
middle-income people most of all 
buying homes, buying cars, and send
ing their children to college. 

Mr. Speaker, we must bring down 
the spending here in Washington. 

THE RECENT EVENTS IN CHINA 
<Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
deeply saddened by the violent and re
pressive actions taken by the Chinese 
military against those who have dem
onstrated for democratic reform. 

On June 18, 1799, Thomas Jefferson 
wrote to a college student and said, 
"To preserve the freedom of the 
human mind • • • and freedom of the 
press, every spirit should be ready to 
devote itself to martyrdom." 

Removed in time from our own Rev
olution, we must stand in awe of those 
who have taken Jefferson's admoni
tion literally. Who by their death, 
remind us of the treasure we possess. 

The treasure is freedom, assumed as 
a birthright, but clearly a gift of past 
generations. 

Ours is now the responsibility to sus
tain this freedom and to assert it. For 
as Jefferson also wrote, "• • • as long 
as we may think as we will, and speak 
as we think the condition of man will 
proceed in improvement." 

As events in China continue to 
unfold, let us use the talents and 
energy that have made this House the 
fundamental institution of democracy 
to counsel, encourage, and support 
those who aspire to bring freedom to 
China. 

READ MY FSLIC: NO NEW 
TAXES? 

<Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, in the 
last election, the President asked us to 
read his lips. "No New Taxes." Well, 
the Bush savings and loan bailout is 
the biggest tax increase in recent 
memory. 

This cartoon actually severely un
derestimates the true cost to the tax
payer. The General Accounting Office 
has estimated that the taxpayer will 
pay a minimum of $150 billion for the 

bailout. To this must be added the $8 
billion in tax breaks from the Decem
ber 1988 FSLIC deals plus $42 billion 
more in interest costs on the money 
Treasury will borrow to finance the 
bailout. In effect, the taxpayer is 
being sent a bill of over $200 billion 
over the next 30 years. To the average 
person in my State, this will mean 
about $300 in additional taxes. 

Yesterday, I presented an alterna
tive to this tax bill to our colleagues 
on the Rules Committee. It is three 
times less expensive than the Bush 
plan and it cuts costs to the taxpayer 
by 300 percent. It prohibits long-term 
borrowing to pay for this. It requires 
the Congress and the President to 
fund the costs of the bailout annually 
on a pay-as-you-go basis. It prohibits 
the use of individual income taxes to 
pay for the bailout. 

Congress and the President should 
negotiate and use a process similar to 
what was done on the recent budget 
agreement to make those who are re
sponsible for this debacle pay for it. 

I urge my colleagues on the Rules 
Committee and in the House to sup
port my proposal to cut costs to the 
taxpayers and take the burden of the 
savings and loan bailout off the backs 
of the American taxpayer. 

D 1040 

S&L BAILOUT BILL SHOULD BE 
IN THE TAXPAYER'S INTEREST 
<Mr. BATES asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, while 
some members in the House attempt 
to bail out the savings and loan indus
try, we should not stab the taxpayer 
in the back in the process. 

That is why I will be supporting the 
on-budget treatment of the resolution 
funding corporation because it saves 
the American taxpayer $4.8 billion and 
increases the industry contributions 
by $640 million between fiscal years 
1990 and 1994. Since we are dealing 
with a $150 billion budget deficit, we 
should be taking steps to reduce the 

. deficit, not expand it by using decep
tive budgeting techniques. 

I will be supporting an amendment 
to be offered by my colleague, DON 
PEASE of Ohio, which would limit de
posit insurance up to $100,000 on a per 
person or total deposit basis. No longer 
would a U.S. taxpayer be in the busi
ness of guaranteeing the savings of 
upper-income individuals and corpora
tions whose deposits exceed $100,000. 

A SCENARIO FOR NEXT WEEK'S THE 43D ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
CONSIDERATION OF SAVINGS FOUNDING OF THE ITALIAN 
AND LOAN LEGISLATION REPUBLIC 
(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let 
me just say that I think the presenta
tion by the gentlewoman was entirely 
appropriate, and I am glad she has in
troduced a bill and I am glad she is 
working on the savings and loan prob
lem. But I do want to say, as we enter 
next week's discussion, that partisan 
Democrats who want to make partisan 
points about the savings and loan 
problem should be very, very cautious. 

There is a book called "Honest 
Graft," there is a report by Mr. 
Phelan, and there are all sorts of 
things which are admissible in this 
House about how we got into the sav
ings and loan mess and what the role 
of the House Democratic Party was. I 
am prepared to go through all of next 
week and say nothing about any of 
that, but if there is going to be any 
bashing of George Bush and any bash
ing of the Republican Party, I just 
want the Democrats to understand 
that we are fully prepared to talk 
about how the mess got so big and 
who was responsible. And I hope we 
will see no more cartoons of the Presi
dent of the United States and we will 
see no more party partisanship if in 
fact the Democrats prefer to talk 
about the future and not talk about 
the past. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to call to the attention of my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives that June 2 marked 
the 43d anniversary of the founding of the Re
public of Italy. 

On June 2, 1946, the Italian people voted to 
replace their constitutional monarchy with a 
free democratic government. Eleven days 
after this referendum in support of democratic 
rule, King Umberto II left Italy, and within 1112 
years after the vote, on January 1, 1948, the 
Italian Constitution was completed. This docu
ment embodied the principle that the "sover
eignty belongs to the people who excercise it 
within the forms and limits of the Constitu
tion." It proclaimed "the inviolable rights of 
man," and guaranteed "equal social dignity" 
for all citizens and equality before the law re
gardless of sex, religion, race, language, politi
cal opinions, or social condition. 

With the aid of the Marshall plan and the 
unwavering commitment and resolve of the 
Italian people, during the last four decades, 
the growth of Italian industry has been un
precedented. Social and educational programs 
have expanded, and the arts and humanities 
have achieved a renewed prominence. In ad
dition to her outstanding postwar achievement 
on the domestic front, Italy also has placed 
herself in the vanguard of European integra
tion. As a member of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization, Italy has been and continues to 
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be a loyal Western ally, committed to the 
causes of freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, I take the opportunity to 
extend my greeting and best wishes to the 
people of the Italian Republic, as well as to 
the Italian Americans in my own 11th Con
gressional District of Illinois, which I am hon
ored to represent, and throughout the country, 
who are joining in the 43d anniversary of the 
founding of the Republic of Italy. 

I know that the friendship between Italy and 
the United States shall continue to flourish in 
the years ahead, and toward this end, I am 
very pleased to announce the President of the 
United States has extended an invitation to 
the President of Italy, Francesco Cossiga, to 
visit the United States. President Cossiga has 
accepted this invitation, and will be celebrat
ing the Columbus Day holiday here in our 
country in October. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO SAM 
FREDMAN: STATE SUPREME 
COURT JUSTICE, COMMUNITY 
LEADER, AND FRIEND 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
LowEY] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to pay tribute to a very great man. 
As a leader of the Democratic Party in New 
York, a lawyer, a father, and a grandfather, 
Mr. Samuel Fredman has commanded respect 
and admiration for his distinguished career of 
leadership and service from his colleagues, 
his family and the many friends he has won 
over the years. I feel very fortunate to count 
Sam among my very dearest friends and trust
ed advisers. On Wednesday, June 14, Sam 
will begin his service as a justice on the Su
preme Court of New York, Ninth Judicial Dis
trict. That is indeed a great honor. It is also 
the next logical step in a career based on the 
pursuit of justice and premised on serving the 
community. 

Sam has been a member of the New York 
State Bar Association for 40 years. He grad
uated from Columbia Law School in 1948 and 
was admitted to the bar the following year. He 
has been a partner in the firm of Fink, Wein
berger, Fredman, Berman, Lowell & Fenster
heim. 

Fortunately, Sam did not limit his legal train
ing only to his successful law practice. Sam 
has dedicated himself and his expertise to 
Westchester County and its people. He has 
been a leader in our local Democratic Party. 
In the 1960's, he served as chairman of the 
White Plains Democratic City Committee. He 
also served as the chairman of the West
chester County Democratic Committee from 
1975 to 1979, and as a member of the Execu
tive Committee of the New York State Demo
cratic Committee from 1976 to 1980. 

As a member of the Westchester County 
Charter Revision Commission beginning in 
1986, and as its vice chairman beginning in 
1987, Sam has given his time and his legal 
expertise to Westchester County. He believes 
in good government and he has put that com
mitment to good work on this important com
mission. 

Sam's dedication to the community has not 
been purely political nor legal in nature. He 
has participated in numerous charitable fund 
drives, which include efforts for the White 
Plains Hospital, Community Chest, and the 
Heart Fund, as well as numerous other char
ities. He has also served as a member of the 
White Plains Commission on Human Rights. 

He has also been active in working with 
many Westchester residents directly to better 
their lives. He coached boys baseball and 
basketball teams for the White Plains Recre
ational Department for 5 years. He has served 
as a leader in the Westchester County Jewish 
community. 

To no one's surprise, Sam has received nu
merous awards and honors over the last 25 
years, including this year when he was award
ed the distinguished service award from the 
State University of New York. 

In any discussion of Sam's long and illustri
ous career, his distinguished service to our 
country must be remembered. Sam served 
from 1943 to 1946 in the U.S. Army Air Force, 
including the Far Eastern Theater-Philippines 
and Japan-as technical sergeant from 1945 
to 1946. 

Sam Fredman has been a dedicated profes
sional and community leader for many, many 
years. I am also most grateful that he has 
been my very good friend. I have long relied 
on Sam's judgment and counsel. As I weighed 
seeking the seat in Congress that I am privi
leged to hold today, his encouragement was a 
very important factor in my decision. 

Next week, when Sam becomes State su
preme court justice, New York's legal system 
will be gaining a man of great integrity, fair
ness and honor. I know that he will serve with 
the same commitment that he has shown 
throughout his career. I want all of my col
leagues here in the House to know how fortu
nate this Nation is to be gaining a judge of 
Sam Fredman's caliber and principle. 

RESTORING CONFIDENCE IN 
THE POLITICAL PROCESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER
SON] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker and 
Members, the last 2 weeks have been 
anything but normal here in the Con
gress of the United States. For the last 
year business has not been as usual as 
we have been battered by the press, by 
public opinion, and sometimes even by 
ourselves as we try to determine really 
what we are as an institution and 
really where we want to go. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the next 
hour, or beyond if necessary, is that 
we take all of what has happened in 
the past and we recognize that it is 
time we unite in a bipartisan way to 
try to rebuild this institution and try 
to put back together a Congress that 
we can be proud of, a Congress that 
the American people can be proud of, 
and, frankly, a Congress that the 
entire world can be proud of. As we do 
that, I would suggest to my colleagues 
that there are four spheres of reform 

that we ought to all imprint upon our 
minds and upon our discussions so 
that, as we go forth, we are able to 
really analyze what we can do as a 
body politic to restore the confidence 
of the American people in this institu
tion which yet today still is that great
est of all deliberative bodies. 

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest those 
four spheres are as follows: No. 1, we 
need to reform the process by which 
we elect people to Congress, and that 
of course means campaign reform; No. 
2, we need to reform the standards of 
conduct for those who have been given 
this public trust of serving as a 
Member of Congress; No. 3, we need to 
reform the process by which we make 
our laws, that obviously being rules 
reform; and, No. 4, let us not forget 
that there are many, many different 
policies begging for reform, and that 
really means that whether we are 
Democrat or Republican it is time we 
try to establish and create an agenda 
worth voting for, a response of real so
lutions to the real problems of real 
people across this country. 

Let us take a little bit of time, if we 
can, to look at each of these four 
areas, and let us begin with the whole 
area of campaign reform because it is 
one of those two areas that has 
become most popular in recent weeks 
and months. It is one of the two areas 
in which the Speaker and the Republi
can leader jointly announced biparti
san task forces-six Republicans, six 
Democrats-to try to resolve in a bi
partisan way suggestions and policy 
changes which can be brought to the 
Congress for consideration by the full 
House and obviously put into practice 
either through our rules or, in many 
cases, through changes in actual law 
here in this country. A number of dif
ferent issues can be discussed when 
one talks about campaign reform, but 
I think we ought to do so under one 
broad general concept, and that is: It 
is time to return the elections in this 
country to the people, and we can 
start by simply recognizing that the 
American people do not participate in 
the American election process any
more. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact is we have the 
second lowest voter turnout of any de
mocracy in the world, and, if my col
leagues will look at the 1988 election 
turnout and if they will skip the Presi
dential to just look at the last parlia
mentary election anywhere in the 
world, that being our 1986 turnout 
compared with other countries' most 
recent election, we have the dubious 
distinction of having the lowest turn
out. 

Now why do we have the lowest 
turnout? That is because the election 
process in this country has been one 
controlled by incumbency and special 
interests, and the American people 
simply look at all the tools used by in-
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cumbents to enhance and protect their 
advantage when they go the polls 
throughout the entire 2-year preced
ing term of office, and they look at the 
power and influence of special-interest 
group money in funding those elec
tions and in otherwise contributing 
toward the decisionmaking process, 
and they quickly recognize that, as a 
general citizen, unless they have been 
a full participant in a special interest 
group process, there simply is no 
rhyme or reason for them to partici
pate because the destiny has already 
been marked by others. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to suggest 
to my colleagues that there are a 
whole host of different options in the 
area of campaign reform that ought to 
be considered, and our Republican 
leader, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL] has really set out the 
whole cause of this discussion as he 
sent a letter that has been made 
public to President Bush in requesting 
that, as the President comes forth 
with his campaign reform proposal, 
that he will take into mind these 21 
different elements that the Republi
can leader has suggested. 

Now, as we do that, let us begin, 
however, by really taking a look at 
some of the major issues that I think 
everyone agrees become all that im
portant as we try to make these par
ticular changes. 

First and foremost, if we are going to 
change the process of campaigns, we 
need to change the grandfather clause 
which allows Members elected before 
1980 to use their campaign funds as, 
frankly, a bank account which can be 
converted to their personal use at 
some later date when they leave the 
Congress. It is no secret that we have 
many Members of Congress of both 
political parties who have campaign 
treasury accounts far above and 
beyond anything which would be nec
essary for their reelection process. 
Many of them, to be honest, come 
from what are at least today very solid 
one-party districts, and the potential 
for that money to be converted from a 
donation to a public election process 
into personal use questions the integri
ty of us as an institution, and certainly 
is allowed to build up and eliminate 
any potential for competitiveness in 
that particular race. 

D 1050 
There are 191 current House Mem

bers who have stockpiled over $39 mil
lion in campaign funds that could be 
converted to their retirement pro
grams upon their retirement from the 
Congress. 

I doubt that it was the intent of any 
individual American and I doubt if 
frankly it was the intent of any Politi
cal Action Committee that when they 
donated to that particular campaign 
they thought the money would even-

tually go toward a personal retire
ment. 

The fact is that we have had Mem
bers of Congress thus far retire and 
convert over $862,000 from campaign 
funds into personal use. 

Now, a second issue which I think 
becomes even more important to re
turning the American election to the 
American people is to begin that proc
ess of eliminating the power of incum
bency. There are two different ways, 
obviously, to do that. One is frank 
mail. The second is to eliminate the 
carryover funds. 

The fact is any Member of Congress' 
Campaign Committee that has a sur
plus can carry all those funds over to 
the next elections. 

Now, assume that you are a chal
lenger or you are considering running 
for Congress, the fact is that the 
person who is in Congress has $250,000 
in their campaign treasury in January 
1989 before the 1990 election, and they 
have not even begun the fundraising 
process. Consider for yourself the 
automatic handicap of name identifi
cation, public prestige, or recognition 
by the press in your district, of invita
tions to speak and all those other ele
ments which come with normal incum
bency, add to that the cash advantage 
of $250,000 or more before you even 
begin the process, and you begin to 
recognize what I am talking about. 

Members of the lOlst Congress have 
amassed record surpluses of campaign 
cash in 1988, totaling more than $94 
million. Think of that. The incum
bents of this Congress have $94 mil
lion for their 1990 reelection cam
paigns before the campaigns have 
even started. 

Now, if you were considering run
ning for this Congress of the United 
States against an incumbent with 
those kind of odds, I think you can 
quickly get a handle on what we are 
talking about. 

On the average, a Representative 
has more than $146,000 in their cam
paign funds, and Senators on the aver
age have over $305,000. 

The 10 largest campaign war chests 
held by Members of the House of Rep
resentatives averaged over $800,000. 

Now, the second area in terms of 
eliminating the advantages of incum
bency that I suggested when we talk 
about the whole concept of campaign 
reform has to be the use of frank mail. 
The reality is that we as Members of 
Congress have the opportunity 
through the frank mail of really run
ning a 2-year campaign period to the 
constituents of our district. 

Now, I am not for banning frank 
mail. We ought to be able to respond 
to the letters that come into us from 
our constituents. We ought to be able 
to do the proper notice of how we feel 
about particular issues, announcing 
those issues in statements that are im
portant to us through press releases. 

We ought to be able to announce to 
our district the whole concept of when 
we are to hold a town meeting or hold 
office hours so that they can come and 
talk to us with their problems and con
cerns, but that is not what we are talk
ing about when we suggest that it is 
time to reduce frank mail. We are talk
ing about the fact that in 1988 we 
spent $82 million, which was more 
than twice the 1975 appropriation, and 
get this. In 1986, Congress disbursed 
more than 12,000 items of mail for 
every incoming letter. Think of that. 
For every letter that came in here, 
12,000 went out from Members of Con
gress. You quickly begin to understand 
the power of the incumbency that 
exists in this area. Obviously, we are 
going to have to begin to look at this 
whole question of PAC's to either 
eliminate, or as the President has sug
gested, to reduce totally the PAC con
tributions directly, and particularly to 
reduce what we call the soft money. 
That is all the indirect efforts by polit
ical action committees and special in
terests to indirectly fund and influ
ence elections in this country. 

PAC funds raised by candidates for 
congressional seats have ballooned 
from $34 million in the 1977-78 elec
tion cycle to $133 million in the 1985-
86 cycle. 

Congress, frankly, is addicted to po
litical action committees. Senators get 
about one-third of their reelection 
money from PAC's. House Members 
last year realized 37 percent of their 
campaign receipts from PAC's. The 
Republicans received 37 percent. 
Democrats received 46 percent of their 
money from political action commit
tees. 

In the first 15 months of the 1987-88 
election cycle, that one which we just 
completed, PAC's gave $53 million to 
House and Senate candidates, an in
crease of 26 percent from the same 
period 2 years earlier. The increase 
was 16 percent for Senate candidates 
and 33 percent for House candidates. 

Now, it is no secret to tell anybody 
that incumbents are the beneficiaries 
of PAC's, and PAC's do not even make 
their decisions anymore based on your 
voting record. Frankly, in too many 
cases, the political action committee 
money is simply purchasing access to 
that particular Member of Congress, 
his office and staff, rather than actu
ally rewarding someone of a like phi
losophy in the normal give-and-take of 
politics. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. GUNDERSON. I am happy to 
yield to my distinguished colleague 
and friend, the gentleman from Michi
gan. 

Mr. UPTON. I just would like to re
iterate some of the things the gentle
man suggested here and add my sup
port to many of them and some com-
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ments with regard to campaign 
reform. I think the gentleman's com
ments are right on the mark. 

I would hope that as our new Speak
er suggested the other day that we will 
see a reform package come in this ses
sion of Congress. I think it is very wise 
to have a bipartisan panel, six Repub
licans and six Democrats. 

Is the gentleman a member of that 
panel? 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Yes, I am a 
member of it. 

Mr. UPTON. I will be very interest
ed, certainly as a Member of this insti
tution, but as an American, to look at 
campaign reform. I would hope that 
some of the suggestions of the gentle
man, almost all his suggestions that he 
made, will be included as part of a 
package so that we will see that in the 
future no longer will 99 percent of 
those incumbents who run for office 
become reelected. 

You know, there have been a 
number of statistics that have come 
out the last year with the election in 
November, 99 percent of us getting re
elected. I believe only about six Mem
bers actually lost in the general elec
tion to the other party. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. The reality is, if 
I can interrupt the gentleman at that 
point, in the last session of Congress, 
the lOOth Congress, five Members 
died, six Members were defeated for 
reelection. 

Mr. UPTON. So we had an equal 
chance of dying--

Mr. GUNDERSON. As getting de
feated. 

Mr. UPTON. I am glad we are both 
young; but that is the point. I mean, 
that is not the way it ought to be. 
Campaigns ought to be decided upon 
issues in the districts that they repre
sent, and not just because someone is 
an incumbent versus a challenger. 

The gentleman's comments about 
the grandfather clause, the gentleman 
is right. Now only 191 Members of this 
institution, 434 Members today, were 
elected prior to 1980. They are entitled 
to keep all of the money that they 
have not spent on their campaigns for 
personal use, once they retire. 

Well, we have a majority now, 191, 
we are over 200 in terms of those-55 
percent of us now were elected since 
1980. You would think now that we 
could have the votes to get this as part 
of a package, beginning very early 
today I wish, although we are out of 
session for legislative votes, so it is 
going to have to be beginning next 
week at the earliest, so we can elimi
nate the grandfather clause so that 
those dollars can be either returned to 
the Treasury or to charity or perhaps 
to the individuals who contributed 
those dollars. In fact, the Members of 
Congress would not have the opportu
nity to personally profit from perhaps 
hundreds of thousands of dollars that 
he or she has in their campaign ac-

counts. I would hope that the grandfa
ther clause would be removed in what
ever package comes up. 
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The second thing that the gentle

man mentioned, of course, was frank 
mail. It is outrageous, I think, and I 
just went through my first reelection 
cycle last November. 

Of course, we have a restriction on 
sending out our newsletters, and I be
lieve it is 60 days prior to an election. I 
park in the Cannon Garage, my office 
is in Longworth, and there is a long 
tunnel in between. Every day 60 days 
prior to that election in November, 
there were people's newsletters 
stacked up all the way out almost into 
the parking lot so that they can hit 
that 60-day mark right on the nose so 
their district would be flooded with 
newsletters, "newsletters," just prior 
to the election to get the last bang out 
of the frank mail process. That is 
wrong, and I would like to see a couple 
of big reforms with regard to newslet
ters. 

First, if we do not have it 60 days, let 
us look at 90 or 120 days. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. The bipartisan 
Task Force on Campaign Reform that 
is meeting as preparation for that, the 
six Republicans are meeting, and the 
six Democrats are meeting, separately 
to try to determine what their agendas 
and proposals might be. I think the 
gentleman would be pleased to know, 
and I do not think I am speaking out 
of order in indicating that one of the 
proposals that the Republicans are 
looking at seriously is the whole con
cept as to whether we should even 
eliminate postal patronage in an elec
tion year. If we want to use it as part 
of the normal conduct of business in a 
nonelection year, questionnaires, 
meeting notices, et cetera, fine, but 
when we recognize that in this Nation 
of ours where in Illinois they have to 
file in December the preceding year 
for election, and we have spring pri
maries, I think from February on 
throughout the rest of the year, prob
ably in that election year Members 
ought to respond to constituent mail, 
but they ought not even be using the 
postal patronage. 

Mr. UPTON. I think that is a very 
good point. Furthermore, I must say 
that in the random checking that I 
have done with other Members of 
Congress who had the right to send 
out a maximum of six newsletters, 
most of us do not do that. I think last 
year I sent either three or four ques
tionnaires, three newsletters with per
haps one questionnaire. I would like to 
see the number reduced from six to 
either three or four. I think that that 
would make quite a bit more sense 
and, in fact, we could save the taxpay
ers quite a bit of money in that 12,000 
letters that we send out every year, 

per letter that we receive, obviously it 
would be reduced. 

The other comment that the gentle
man mentioned was with PAC's, spe
cial-interest money perhaps one would 
call it. There are some major reforms 
that I think we can make in PAC's, 
and I see my good friend and col
league, the gentleman from California 
CMr. THOMAS], is here. Of course, he is 
on the Committee on House Adminis
tration, and one of my first areas 
where I testified as a freshman in Con
gress 2 years ago was before his sub
committee, where we talked about 
PAC reform. 

I have a very unique policy myself 
with regard to PAC money. I have a 
percentage that I instituted. No more 
than 50 percent of my funds come 
from PAC's. In fact, it was about 27 
percent in both the last two elections 
that I had, but in addition, I only 
accept PAC dollars from those PA C's 
that have an economic tie to my dis
trict. 

That is very hard for perhaps 435 
other Members to institute the Upton 
PAC policy, although I think that it 
works for me, but there are some 
things that we can do. I think we 
ought to reduce the maximum of 
money, of PAC dollars, that we can re
ceive. Right now it is technically 
$10,000 we can receive from any PAC 
that one might choose. I think we 
ought to reduce that to maybe $2,500. 

Instead of having some Members of 
Congress, and the gentleman gave the 
average, and I think he indicated the 
percentages. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Democrats re
ceived 46 percent of their money from 
PAC's. Republicans, 37 percent. 

Mr. UPTON. Some are higher, and 
some are 80 or 90 percent. I would like 
to see that reduced, not only to 50 per
cent, but maybe 40 percent. 

Let me just make one other com
ment, and I will yield back. 

As we talk about incumbency, carry
over funds, one idea that might be a 
virtue here is that it can be no PAC 
contributions for the first year. We 
have 2-year election cycles, and we do 
not know who our opponents are, yet 
many of us have already had fund
raisers, and we are already calling on 
PAC's to help us, many of us. Let us 
make it no PAC contributions the first 
year, so that the second year the PAC 
groups are going to be able to deter
mine, "Well, so-and-so has a bad 
record," or whatever. That might be a 
very good stand to take and, thus, fur
ther restrict PAC donations, and the 
factors that people decide when they 
run for office, how much money does 
the incumbent have to make that deci
sion. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. GUNDERSON. I am happy to 

yield to the gentleman from Calif or
nia. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, it is difficult to know where 
to begin when one talks about cam
paign reform and my involvement. As 
some of the Members may know, I 
have a nine-page Dear Colleague that 
has gone out to the Members, and that 
may be a Guinness Book of World 
Records on length of a Dear Col
league, and that contains 38 separate 
bills. 

What I have tried to do in the listen
ing to suggested changes, instead of 
listing a comprehensive package of 
what I believed I thought ought to be 
reality, I tried to offer a number of 
choices to Members in this whole area 
of campaign reform. I think it be
hooves us to take a step back and ask 
ourselves: What are the really critical 
fundamental questions, and what are 
not? And in the discussion about PAC 
dollars, one of the things I think that 
people have to understand and appre
ciate is that there are going to be po
litical dollars involved in the system, 
and if we make changes which are 
either silly or are done for purposes of 
political expediency, all we are doing is 
rerouting the dollars and, as a matter 
of fact, I would like to take a step far
ther back when we talk about money. 

One of the major thrusts is that 
there is simply too much money in the 
system, first of all, and then, secondly, 
there is a concern about where that 
too much money comes from. I think 
if we focus on the purpose of money, 
we begin to realize that some people 
have lost sight of the means and the 
end, and that money really is simply a 
means, it is not an end. 

The whole purpose of the election 
process is to get more votes than the 
other person. That is how we win. 
People believe fairly fundamentally 
that the person who spends more 
money is the one who has a better 
chance of winning. That is generally 
true in today's political climate be
cause of the way in which the money 
relationship has been established. 

There is nothing absolute about a 
candidate's relationship to the money 
that they receive, and the gentleman's 
voluntary structuring, I would say to 
the gentleman from Michigan, unbe
knownst to me, was a concept which I 
have developed into a piece of legisla
tion which I think fundamentally 
alters that relationship between a can
didate and the money. 

What do I mean by that? If money is 
the means and votes are the end, one 
of the things that has occurred, espe
cially over this decade and really had 
its roots in the 1970's, was a separation 
of the means and the ends. What I 
mean by that is that candidates more 
and more looked away from their dis
trict for the financial resources to get 
elected. They came back to Washing-

ton. Even incumbent Members hold 
their PAC fundraisers in Washington. 
Very few of us have a district that we 
tend to go back to for fundraisers 
except for publicity purposes. The 
money tends to come from the outside 
more and more of the district rather 
than from inside the district. I think 
that is unhealthy. 

The counterargument from those 
who see the money coming from 
sources outside the district say that 
that is at least the appearance of cor
ruption, and what we have to do is go 
public financing or to limit the flow of 
the money under that structure. 

I think we ought to go far more fun
damental than that and change the 
structure, and just as constitutionally 
we are able to limit the amount that 
an individual can give, I think we 
ought to seriously entertain the idea 
that we require a candidate to get a 
majority of their money from the dis
trict that they are trying to get elected 
from, not on a voluntary basis as the 
gentleman has done, and I think cor
rectly so, but as a matter of ongoing 
ordinary political practice. 

What does that do? First of all, it 
forces the individual to focus on their 
district in a different way. This is not 
just the seedbed for votes from which 
one takes outside dollars and pours 
them into their district to try to get 
the votes to go their way, but it is re
turning back to the business of tying 
the means and the end, the dollar and 
the vote, more closely together, and I 
think that is healthy. 

I do not think there is anything 
wrong with having to go to someone 
and ask them for their vote and, at the 
same time, ask them for a contribu
tion. If they choose not to give one the 
contribution, chances are they are not 
going to give one their vote, and then 
it is not the thousand-dollar PAC con
tribution that is important, because 
one gets no votes with the thousand
dollar PAC contribution, but they get 
the wherewithal to try to buy some 
votes in their district, and they are out 
there campaigning trying to meet as 
many people as possible, because each 
person they meet that tends to give 
them the vote will tend to give them a 
dollar, $5, $10. Amounts that are total
ly meaningless now in our campaign 
structure become important, because 
if the person is willing to give them 
$10 of their own money, more than 
likely they will also have their vote, so 
every time they collect a contribution, 
they collect a vote. It is almost one-to
one relationship between the means 
and the end, and I think that is more a 
return back to the kind of campaign
ing that most people want. 

What they want is to see the candi
date in the district working with the 
people who actually make the deci
sion, the voters, and also relying more 
heavily on them for their financial 
support. We do not need nearly as 

much money under that system. 
Rather than an arbitrary limit of 
some dollar amount, and we have seen 
legislation that suggests a $200,000 
limit or $300,000 limit, which may be 
appropriate in one district and not ap
propriate in another, I think it is far 
more realistic to allow the district 
itself to determine what the campaign 
level is going to be in terms of fi
nances: local control of campaign fi
nances. One cannot take a dollar out
side the district unless they have been 
able to raise a dollar inside the dis
trict. That makes the person back 
home feel that they are important 
once again, that they are not just 
being used as vote fodder, that they 
are a meaningful part of the election. 

I think as we look at this area of 
campaign reform, what we have to do 
is understand that the relationships 
that we have established we estab
lished statutorily. We did not establish 
it because that is the way the world is. 
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The world is that way because we 

structured it that way and we can 
alter that structure. I think a very 
healthy altering, a beneficial altering 
is to begin to focus on public financ
ing? No. District financing? Yes. 

Local control is, I think, one of the 
ways out of our current dilemma. 

Mr. UPTON. If I may take some 
time from the gentleman from Wis
consin, I have a copy here of the 
eight-page memo, I guess you could 
say, or questionnaire for us to study. 
Now I do not know, but would the gen
tleman object if we entered this into 
the RECORD? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Not at 
all. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle
man's questionnaire be inserted into 
the RECORD at this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MURPHY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 
CAMPAIGN REFORM PROPOSALS 

lA. The following bills limit the election 
advantages now held by incumbents. 

Choices among seven bills to limit frank
ing. 

D H.R. - <No. 1) A total ban on unsolic
ited franked mail. 

This bill would allow Members of Con
gress to respond to communications from 
their constituents. but not to send out unso
licited mail at taxpayer expense. It would 
save the vast proportion of the $113 million 
that Congress spent in 1988 on official post
age, plus additional amounts for printing 
and handling. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 2) A ban on franked 
mass mailings of over 500 pieces. 

This bill would ban postal patron mailings 
to every person in the district and also close 
a loophole through which Members might 
make up for such a ban using computer gen
erated letters addressed to nearly every 
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voter based on geographical or interest sub
groupings. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 3) A ban on postal 
patron mailings. 

This bill prohibits the district-wide postal 
patron mailing including newsletters, now 
limited to 6 per Member, and district-wide 
meeting notices, not limited under current 
law. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 4) A limit of one postal 
patron mailing per year, mailed in Decem
ber, January, or February only. 

This would allow for a regular survey or 
newsletter, but would substantially limit 
campaigning at taxpayer expense. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 5) A cut of 50 percent in 
funds appropriated for franking with funds 
divided evenly between House and Senate 
and evenly within the Houses among Mem
bers. 

This would save over $88 million per elec
tion cycle or 50 percent of the $177 million 
spent on postage by Congress in 1987 and 
1988. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 6) A limit of 1 million 
pieces of franked mail per Member for the 
two year election cycle. 

A postal patron mailing averages about 
250,000 pieces. This allows for two such 
mailings plus well over 500 pieces of mail 
per day over a two year period. The House 
currently mails over 2 million pieces of mail 
per member per election cycle. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 7) Quarterly disclosure 
of the cost of franked mail for each House 
Member's office. 

Four bills limiting the use of excess cam
paign funds. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 8) To return excess cam
paign funds to the Treasury. 

This bill would require all Members of 
Congress to return unused campaign funds 
after each general election to the U.S. 
Treasury for the purpose of reducing the 
national debt. Members would be allowed to 
retain $.10 per district voter. Incumbents 
and challengers would therefore start each 
new election cycle on a more even footing. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 9) To prohibit Members, 
effective immediately, from converting their 
excess campaign funds to personal use upon 
retirement. 

This bill would repeal the legislative pro
vision popularly known as the "grandfather 
clause" which allows Members elected prior 
to 1980 to convert excess campaign funds to 
personal use upon retirement. The bill 
would take effect immediately. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 10) To prohibit Mem
bers, effective January 1, 1991, from con
verting their excess campaign funds to per
sonal use upon retirement. 

Ends the "grandfather clause" as in H.R. 
- <No. 9), but does not take effect until Jan
uary 1, 1991. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 11) To prohibit Mem
bers, effective January 1, 1993, from con
verting their excess campaign funds to per
sonal use upon retirement. 

Ends the "grandfather clause" as in H.R. 
- <No. 9), but does not take effect until Jan. 
1, 1993. <Allows 1992 retirement in conjunc
tion with reapportionment) 

Three bills to limit incumbent fundraising 
advantages. 

0 H.R. - <No. 12) Prohibits transfers 
among candidate committees or PACs and 
limits candidates and incumbents to a single 
committee. 

This legislation would ban so-called lead
ership committees which allow well fi
nanced incumbents to donate funds often 
raised from special interests to other incum
bents or candidates. It also prohibits PACs 
from laundering funds through other PA Cs. 

D H.R. - <No. 13) Prohibits unopposed in
cumbent fundraising in non-election years. 

This legislation prohibits incumbent fund
raising from November 15 after an election 
until the November 15 one year prior to his 
or her next election. Should a challenger 
begin fundraising before November 15, the 
incumbent would be free to fundraise as 
well. This bill would limit the substantial 
time advantage most incumbents have over 
challengers and encourage Members to 
spend their time legislating and not fund
raising. 

D H.R. - <No. 14) Prohibits fundraising 
within the Washington, D.C. Beltway. 

This legislation makes a symbolic point 
but could have a significant impact on fund
raising. The "Washington fundraiser" would 
be banned under this legislation. Members 
could risk embarrassment and ridicule by 
holding fundraisers just outside the 1- 495 
line, or spend more time in their districts 
raising money from voters instead of Wash
ington special interests. 

lB. The following bills improve the com
petitiveness of challenger candidates. 

Three bills to strengthen a party's ability 
to help challengers. 

D H.R. - <No. 15) Allows a party to offset 
election benefit received by incumbents 
from taxpayer funds. 

Allows a party to donate to challengers 
above current limits an additional amount 
set by the Clerk of the House that is deter
mined to be a sum equal to the re-election 
value received by incumbents from their 
office, official salary, and franking expendi
tures. 

This bill makes the point that we already 
have public financing, but only for incum
bents. It underscores the need for a "level 
playing field" which allows challengers to 
have a real chance and voters a real choice. 

D H.R. - <No. 16) Allows a party to pro
vide consulting services to candidates in ad
dition to existing limits on party assistance. 

This is a relatively simple way to provide 
high-quality professional assistance to can
didates so the dollars they raise can be ef
fectively spent. Many challengers fail as 
much for lack of expertise as for lack of 
funds. 

D H.R. - <No. 17) Allows a party to match 
donations to candidates of $200 or less. 

This bill encourages candidates to raise 
funds from small donors while providing an
other way for the party to assist deserving 
challengers who have demonstrated grass
roots support. 

Four bills to reduce campaign costs for all 
candidates. 

D H.R. - <No. 18) Allows candidates to use 
nonprofit postage rate now reserved only 
for political parties. 

The nonprofit postage rate is significantly 
lower than the normal bulk mail rate. Post
age rates are a major element of campaign 
costs. Allowing challengers to achieve a min- · 
imum level of campaign visibility helps chal
lengers with their limited resources more 
than it does incumbents. 

D H.R. - <No. 19) Requires broadcast 
media to make free time available to general 
election Congressional candidates. 

This bill would require each radio and tel
evision station to provide 30 minutes of free 
air time to each Congressional candidate 
within their area. Such time would be divid
ed equally among 5 minute, 60 second and 
30 second blocks in prime time the month 
prior to the election. Broadcast media are li
censed to use the public airwaves and cur
rently required to provide free time under 
the so-called fairness doctrine. The metro-

politan stations with multiple Congressional 
districts in their area are also those who re
ceive the greatest benefit from their govern
ment licenses. 

D H.R. - <No. 20) Requires broadcast 
media to make free time available for de
bates between candidates for Congress. 

This bill would require each radio and tel
evision station to provide 30 minutes of free 
air time for the purpose of broadcasting a 
debate among candidates for Congress in 
each Congressional District within their 
area. Only candidates whose party had re
ceived 10 percent or more of the vote for 
Congress in the prior election or had ob
tained the signatures of 5 percent of the 
voters in the District would be eligible to 
participate. 

D H.R. - <No. 21) Requires that broad
cast media sell non-preemptable time to po
litical candidates at 50 percent of the com
mercial rate for that time period. 

2. The following bills limit the influence 
of special interests on congressional elec
tions. 

Three bills to limit PACs. 
D H.R. - <No. 22) Prohibits contribu

tions to candidates by P ACs that use corpo
rate or union resources for operating ex
penses. 

Federal election law prohibits the dona
tion of corporate or union funds to Federal 
candidates. But corporate and union special 
interests still spend millions of dollars fund
raising for and administering PACs. Auto
matic payroll deduction way in which funds 
which cannot be legally given to a candidate 
exert a disproportionate influence on our 
elections process. 

President Bush has called for a ban on 
PAC contributions to candidates. His ration
ale applies most especially to PA Cs which 
pay for expenses from funds which do not 
meet Federal campaign contribution stand
ards. 

D H.R. - <No. 23) Limits all PAC contri
butions to $1,000, the limit for contributions 
from individuals. The current PAC limit is 
$5,000. 

Large special interest contributions from 
any source are not healthy for our political 
process. 

Or D H.R. - <No. 24) Limits all PAC con
tributions to $2,500. 

A bill to ban so-called "Bundling." 
D H.R. - <No. 25) Prohibits a single indi

vidual or employees of the same entity from 
both soliciting and having custody of more 
than one campaign contribution to a candi
date during the entire course of the cam
paign. 

Bundling of multiple campaign contribu
tions to candidates is a frequent practice 
used by special interests to circumvent Fed
eral contribution limits. 

A bill to ban so-called ··soft Money." 
D H.R. - <No. 26) Prohibits national par

ties from raising or spending funds not sub
ject to Federal contribution limits. 

National parties currently can accept cor
porate, union. and personal funds in unlim
ited amounts for so-called "building funds" 
and "state and local accounts" which in re
ality cover party overhead expenses and in
directly assist Federal candidates. These are 
exactly the funds that the original Federal 
election laws where designed to control. The 
original intent of these laws should not be 
circumvented through the use of the "soft 
money" loophole. 

Two bills to increase the influence of 
small donors from a candidate's local dis
trict. 
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D R.R. - <No. 27) Requires that a majori

ty of a candidate's funds come from individ
uals residing in the candidate's district. 

This bill would promote local control of 
campaign finance. It would strengthen the 
connection between the voters in a candi
date's district and the outcome of the elec
tion. Too often the election is decided by 
money from outside the district, rather 
than by voters and resources from inside 
the district. 

D R.R. - <No. 28) Allows political parties 
to match individual contributions up to $250 
from individuals residing in the candidate's 
district. 

This bill would provide an incentive for 
candidates to raise money from individuals 
in the district rather than from special in
terests in Washington D.C. It would also 
strengthen parties' ability to help challeng
ers with demonstrated local support. 

Three bills to strengthen political parties' 
ability to raise funds independently from 
special interests. 

D R.R. - <No. 29) Allows local parties to 
raise and spend funds independent of state 
and national party limits. 

This bill strengthens the ability of local 
parties to raise and spend funds in support 
of Federal candidates. Local parties should 
be encouraged to develop contribution and 
volunteer resources at the grassroots level. 

D R.R. - <No. 30) Allows voluntary party 
donation add-on on Federal tax returns. 

This bill would allow every Federal tax
payer the opportunity, by checking a box on 
his or her income tax return, to make a vol
untary contribution to the party of his or 
her choice. Without using taxpayer funds it 
would encourage taxpayers to participate in 
the elections process at a time when their 
interest in cost-effective government is at its 
peak. 

D R.R. - <No. 31) Replace the Federal 
subsidy of National party conventions with 
a $1 voluntary party tax credit check-off. 

This bill would replace a Federal subsidy 
for party extravaganzas with an incentive 
for ordinary taxpayers to support the party 
of their choice. Funds thus raised would be 
available to support challenger candidates 
and replace party funds lost by limits on 
PAC and soft money contributions. 

3. The following bills ensure that all funds 
spent for the purpose of influencing of a 
Federal election are fully and promptly dis
closed. 

Six bills to close campaign reporting loop
holes. 

D R.R. - <No. 32) To set a 24 hour dead
line for reporting "late" contributions. 

This bill would require contributions re
ceived within 10 days of an election to be re
ported within 24 hours of receipt by tele
gram, express mail. FAX or similar means. 

D R.R. - <No. 33) To require disclosure of 
all Federal, State, and local party funds 
used to influence a Federal election. 

This bill would require all party commit
tees to report to the FEC funds spent for 
party building, voter registration and get
out-the-vote activities. 

D R.R. - <No. 34) To require disclosure of 
all union and corporate member communi
cation, voter registration, and get-out-the
vote activities. 

This bill would require unions and corpo
rations to disclose the sums they now spend 
to influence political campaigns that escape 
scrutiny under current law. 

O R .R. - <No. 35) To require disclosure of 
all candidate related voter education ex
penditures and all voter registration ex
penditures by nonprofit entities. 

Nonprofit organizations spend large sums 
of non-disclosed funds on technically neu
tral candidate education programs and voter 
registration activities that can have a signif
icant impact on Federal elections. Although 
there are Constitutional barriers to com
plete disclosure of all aspects of a nonprofit 
organization's activity, some disclosure is 
certainly warranted. 

D R.R. - <No. 36) To require disclosure of 
PAC overhead and director conflict of inter
est. 

This bill would require PACs to report to 
their donors on funds spent for fundraising 
and overhead as well as on any conflict of 
interest of directors who also receive pay
ments from, have contracts with, or benefit 
financially in any other way from the ex
penditures of the PAC. 

D R.R. - <No. 37) To allow the FEC to re
instate random audits of political cam
paigns. 

Under pressure from Members of Con
gress, the FEC stopped conducting random 
audits of campaigns several years ago. 
Those audits, while burdensome to those in
volved, were an important deterrent to im
proper campaign practices, and should be 
reinstated. 

4. The following bill ensures that elections 
for Congress are held in districts that are 
not distorted by partisan gerrymandering 

A bill to set national standards for fair re
districting. 

D R.R. - <No. 38) To require that Con
gressional districts maintain community in
tegrity, compactness, and contiguity, and 
that public access is protected during the re
districting process. 

This bill would require that local counties 
and cities not be unnecessarily divided by a 
state redistricting plan and that districts be 
reasonably compact and contiguous. It also 
requires that information used to prepare 
the plan be available to the public and that 
the plan be available in advance for public 
inspection. 

To indicate which bills you would like to 
cosponsor, you may return this summary 
sheet to House Subcommittee on Elections, 
H330, The Capitol. 

LIMIT INCUMBENT FRANKED MAIL 

- 1. Ban unsolicited franked mail. 
Or - 2. Ban franked mass mailings. 
Or - 3. Ban on postal patron mail. 
Or - 4. Limit of 1 postal patron mailing 

per year. 
Or - 5. 50 percent cut in franking funds. 
Or - 6. 1 million piece franking limit per 

election cycle. 
- 7. Disclose Member franking cost. 

LIMIT EXCESS CAMPAIGN FUNDS 

- 8. Return excess campaign funds after 
each election. 

- 9. End grandfather clause now. 
Or - 10. End grandfather clause '91. 
Or - 11. End grandfather clause '93. 

LIMIT INCUMBENT FUNDRAISING 

- 12. Ban transfers among PACs and can
didate committees. 

- 13. Ban unopposed incumbent fundrais
ing in non-election years. 

- 14. Ban fundraising inside the Beltway. 

EXPAND PARTY CONTRIBUTIONS 

- 15. Challenger can get party funds to 
offset incumbent taxpayer benefit. 

- 16. Party consulting exempt from limits 
on contributions to candidates. 

- 17. Party can match donations up to 
$200 to candidates. 

REDUCE CAMPAIGN COSTS 

- 18. Candidates can use nonprofit post
age rates. 

- 19. One-half hr. of free media time per 
station per candidate. 

- 20. Free media time for candidate de
bates. 

- 21. 50 percent media rate cut for candi
dates. 

LIMIT PACS 

- 22. No contributions to candidates by 
PACs that use union/corporate resources. 

- 23. $1.000 PAC contribution limit. 
Or - 24. $2,500 PAC contribution limit. 

BAN BUNDLING/SOFT MONEY 

- 25. Ban bundling. 
- 26. Ban soft money to national parties. 

ENCOURAGE SMALL/LOCAL DONORS 

- 27. Majority of funds must be raised in 
district. 

- 28. Parties can match individual dona
tions of up to $250 from within the district. 

STRENGTHEN PARTY FUNDRAISING 

- 29. Local party independent from state/ 
national party limits. 

- 30. Voluntary party donation add-on for 
tax returns. 

- 31. Voluntary $1 party checkoff tax
credit. 

FULL DISCLOSURE 

- 32. 24 hr. reporting deadline for late 
contributions. 

- 33. Disclose all national, state and local 
party funds. 

- 34. Disclose all union/corporate politi
cal activity. 

- 35. Disclose all non-profit candidate and 
voter registration related spending. 

- 36. Disclose PAC overhead and director 
conflict of interest. 

- 37. Allow FEC random audits. 

FAIR REDISTRICTING 

- 38. National redistricting standards. 
If you have any additional campaign 

reform ideas, please note here or on back of 
page. 

I would like to cosponsor the legislation 
indicated above. 

Signature 

Name of Member 
Mr. UPTON. I can tell you this was 

a very important piece in my office 
the last couple of weeks as we began to 
look at this. I sat down with my staff 
and we had about a 2-hour discussion. 

We went through every one of the 
gentleman's items, "Fred, where do 
you stand? Where do you think we can 
make some improvements?" 

We are looking to introduce my own 
bill and taking some of the substance 
from the gentleman from California, 
some of what I have done in my past 
with my own voluntary PAC contribu
tion. On of the things we looked at is: 
let us focus on making sure that the 
district that one represents in this 
body sends that individual and funds 
that individual to get here in the first 
place. 
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I indicated before I think we ought 

to have a maximum amount of dollars 
that come from PAC's to one's cam
paign. Forty percent is where I am 
today. 

But what I would also like to see, 
sort of extending what the gentleman 
from California indicated, is that that 
remaining 60 percent, and maybe 
larger, hopefully it will be, from indi
viduals, let us make sure that 75 per
cent of those dollars in that remaining 
part of the pie come from that per
son's district. That of course under the 
Federal Election Commission rules 
that we have today, we have to identi
fy someone's residence and place of oc
cupation for contributions of more 
than $200 and it would be very easy to 
determine that in fact 75 percent of 
the individual contributions came 
from that person's district. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. One of 
my concerns, and I look forward to 
some of the concepts that the gentle
man is pursuing, is trying not to make 
it mechanical; 20 percent of this, 30 
percent of that, 40 percent of this, 75 
percent of that. What I am trying to 
do is to create a system which will 
comfortably fit over 435 very diverse 
geographic and populated districts. 

It seems to me there are two areas 
which have not been fully utilized in 
our political system recently. One ob
viously is the political parties. I am 
fond of saying "unshackle" the par
ties. 

For example, a new and creative way 
to do that would be to, if you do get 
local contributions of under $250, let 
us say, why could not the political 
party, the national political party, 
match that money? You have to raise 
it locally first and then the party can 
assist. 

What I am trying to do is in picking, 
admittedly, an arbitrary number like a 
majority, is to try to change the direc
tion of contact of candidates. The 
reason they come to Washington and 
the reason they stay in Washington is 
because that is the current money 
system. If you want to get them back 
in the district, if you want to force 
them to have a 1-to-1 relationship 
with the people who are actually going 
to participate in the voting in the elec
tion, then you can change the money 
system and you will tell them, "Go 
back home to get your money." 

Now what is that going to do? It is 
going to require PAC's to alter their 
form to the new form of financing. No 
longer will it be quite such that it is a 
centralized, concentrated check-col
lecting operation; they will become 
more of a decentralized educational 
disbursal structure which many of us 
thought was the direction that it was 
supposed to go in the first place. 

So what I am trying to do is not set 
in place a number of mechanical struc
tures which people are trying to corre
spond to under the law, "Oops, I have 

got to get this, and oops, I have got to 
get that"; what I am trying to do is 
fundamentally change the relation
ships within the political arena and 
then from those changed relationships 
will flow what I think is a far more 
beneficial structure; that is, local con
trol of campaign financing. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
very much for the time. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman's contribu
tion and especially his leadership in 
this whole area both on the task force 
and certainly the elections subcommit
tee and as ranking member of the 
Committee on House Administration. 
We really appreciate the leadership he 
has given in this area. 

I yield to my good friend from Mis
souri. 

Mr. EMERSON. I compliment my 
friend on the very fine contribution 
that is being made here this morning 
to a necessary dialog. I think some of 
the points just made by the gentleman 
from California are well taken. I do 
not know where all of this debate 
leads, but certainly this debate needs 
to occur and it has to have a very posi
tive end result. 

I would suggest that the laws of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act and 
perhaps the ethics rules of the House, 
which also need reforming, are too 
complex and cumbersome. 

I can relate a personal example. In 
the last campaign I had 179 technical 
violations of FEC reports. These were 
omissions, because we did not know, 
omissions of filing someone's prof es
sion together with their name, address 
and the amount that they have con
tributed. Sometimes you might have 
an address that is in error, and that is 
considered a technical violation. 

I might say also that I was executive 
assistant to the chairman of the first 
Federal Election Commission, and I 
have been familiar with election cam
paign laws since there were dramatic 
developments in it back in the 1970's. 

So I have watched this whole evolu
tion occur, sometimes happily and 
other times with dismay. 

I think one of the problems is the 
complexity of the law and the difficul
ty to comply in letter as well as with 
the spirit of the law. 

With the background that I have 
had with the FEC, understanding its 
genesis and what have you, I have 
sought diligently to conform with 
every aspect of it. But even in trying
! have an accountant, and staff people 
who dot every i and cross every t-it is 
almost impossible to not make some 
technical error. 

I think we need to look at the com
plexity of the situation, the fact that 
it can be confusing and contradictory. 

What I think we need both in cam
paign financing reform and in ethics 
reform in the House here, is rules that 
are very clear, understandable to ev-

eryone, that everyone can agree upon. 
I do not think that is all too difficult 
to obtain. I think we need to make it 
simple and we need to make the pun
ishments severe. 

But we need to know in a realistic 
way what the rules are and let us get 
beyond this quibbling about minor 
technicalities. Let us identify the real 
problem areas and address them but 
not get hung up on minor technicali
ties which can lend themselves to a 
great deal of finger pointing. 

I want to thank the gentleman and 
all others who have contributed to 
this debate this morning and com
mend them on the very necessary 
thing they are doing. I look forward to 
working with the gentleman in the 
well and others as this matter pro
gresses here in the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. I thank the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

I really appreciate the gentleman's 
remarks and his contribution. 

Now as we shift a little bit, and it 
was a perfect transition from cam
paign reform to ethics reform, let me 
call on one of the cochairs of the bi
partisan commission on ethics reform, 
Congresswoman LYNN MARTIN of Illi
nois. I am delighted that the gentle
woman is here. 

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, and I 
tell him that I am wearing multiple 
hats today. It is not just as cochair
man of the ethics reform task force 
which is, I think, working in a biparti
san way in a manner I have never ex
perienced around here. So my compli
ments to the chairman of that, Vic 
FAZIO, and some of the other mem
bers. I am not sure if we are going to 
come out with everything that Mem
bers want and that the public de
serves, but I must tell you that it is an 
experience that I believe that the 
House, unlike Chicago, is ready for 
reform. Remembering Patty Bonner, 
"We ain't ready for reform," but the 
House is. I hope the reform will not be 
cosmetic in nature, in the name of 
reform. It is not an attempt to make 
honest Members unable to perform 
but to have a simplified system which 
the public and Members can both un
derstand and fallow without question. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me and com
mend him on taking this special order 
on the need to reform this House. The 
British statesman, Edmund Burke, 
drew a distinction between innovation 
and reform. Whereas the farmer 
tended to be change for the sake of 
change, the latter was aimed at ad
dressing specific abuses in a timely 
and temperate way for the purpose of 
preserving the good in the system. 

Reform in order to preserve. That is 
our watchword today as we consider 
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how we might restore the people's 
House in this bicentennial of the First 
Congress. One of the most alarming 
trends in recent years has been the de
cline in the committee system and 
process and the consequent deteriora
tion of what I would call deliberative 
democracy. We too often act as if it is 
more important simply to enact laws 
on certain problems than it is to first 
consider what those laws should con
tain. 

The Republican rules package, enti
tled the "Bicentennial House Restora
tion Mandate," offered at the begin
ning of this lOlst Congress was de
signed to address a whole range of 
problems that beset our institution. It 
was introduced as House Resolution 61 
on February 3 by our distinguished 
Republican Policy Committee chair
man, Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, and 
now has 66 cosponsors. I hope the 
Rules Committee will give this pack
age early consideration. 

I have introduced a similar package 
of reforms aimed specifically at the 
committee system-House Resolution 
106, the committee process reforms of 
1989 now has 25 cosponsors. At the 
heart of my package of reforms is a re
quirement that all committees be lim
ited to no more than six subcommit
tees, that members be limited to no 
more than four subcommittees, that 
committee staff be reduced by 10 per
cent, and that we abolish the joint re
ferral of legislation. These steps, 
should help to make our committee 
system more manageable and account
able. Moreover, my resolution calls for 
restoring the May 15 reporting dead
line for authorizations. 

I was pleased to read in the June 6 
Washington Post an op-ed piece by 
our Democratic colleague from Indi
ana [Mr. HAMILTON], entitled "Rein
vigorating Congress." He called for 
ethics and campaign finance reform, 
and went on to call for institutional re
forms. To quote from his opinion 
piece: "We need to reduce the exces
sive number of subcommittees tying 
up legislation, cut down the number of 
times the same issue is considered on 
the floor, and make it more difficult to 
miss budget deadlines." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend our col
league across the aisle, and others like 
him, who recognize that the time has 
come for the House to reform itself if 
we are to preserve the best of our rep
resentative and deliberative system of 
government. And I call on them to 
join us in a bipartisan effort to restore 
the people's House to its rightful role. 

At this point in the RECORD I include 
a summary of my committee process 
reform resolution: 

H. RES. 106-SUMMARY OF "COMMITTEE 
PROCESS REFORMS OF 1989" 

<A resolution introduced by Representa
tive Lynn Martin to amend House Rules " to 
restore the committee system to its rightful 
role in the legislative process."> 

Sec. 1. Title.-"Committee Process Re
forms of 1989." 

Sec. 2. (a) House Rules would be amended 
as follows: 

O> Oversight reform-Committees would 
be required to formally adopt and submit to 
the House Administration Committee by 
March 1st of the first session their over
sight plans for that Congress. The House 
Administration Committee, after consulta
tion with the majority and minority leaders, 
would report the plans to the House by 
March 15th together with its recommenda
tions, and those of the joint leadership 
group to assure coordination between com
mittees. The Speaker would be authorized 
to appoint ad hoc oversight committees for 
specific tasks from the membership of com
mittees with shared jurisdiction. Commit
tees would be required to include an over
sight section in their final activity report at 
the end of a Congress. 

(2) Multiple Referral of Legislation-The 
joint referral of bills to two or more com
mittees would be abolished, while split and 
sequential referrals would be retained, sub
ject to time limits and designation by the 
Speaker of a committee of principal jurisdic
tion. 

(3) Committee Elections and Organiza
tion-Committees would be elected not later 
than seven legislative days after the conven
ing of a new Congress and must organize 
not later than three legislative days thereaf
ter. 

(4) Committee Ratios-The party ratios 
on committees would be required to reflect 
that of the full House <except for Standards 
of Official Conduct which is bipartisan>. 
The requirement would extend to select and 
conference committees as well. 

(5) Subcommittee Limits- No committee 
<except appropriations) could have more 
than six subcommittees, and no Member 
could have more than four subcommittee 
assignments. 

( 6) Proxy Voting Ban-All proxy voting on 
committees would be prohibited. 

<7> Open M eetings- Committee meetings 
could only be closed by majority vote for na
tional security, personal privacy, or person
nel reasons. 

(8) Majority Quorums-A majority of the 
membership of a committee would be re
quired for the transaction of any business. 

(9) Report Accountability-The names of 
those voting for and against reporting meas
ures shall be included in the committee 
report, and, if a measure is reported on a 
non-recorded vote, the names of those mem
bers actually present shall instead be listed 
in the committee report. 

00) Prior Availability of Draft Report- A 
draft committee report must be made avail
able to members at least one legislative day 
prior to its consideration. 

( 11) Committee Documents- Committee 
documents intended for public dissemina
tion, other than factual materials, must 
either be voted on by the committee and op
portunity afforded for additional views. or 
must carry a disclaimer on their cover that 
they have not been approved by the com
mittee and do not necessarily reflect the 
views of its members. 

02) Unreported Bills-It would not be in 
order, except by two-thirds vote, to consider 
a rule in the House on a bill that has not 
been reported from committee. 

03) Committee Staffi ng- Committee 
funding resolutions could not be considered 
until the House has first adopted a resolu
tion from the House Administration Com
mittee setting an overall limit on committee 

staffing for the session. The minority would 
be entitled to up to one-third of the investi
gative staff funds, on request. The overall 
committee staff limit for the 101st Congress 
could not be more than 90% of the total at 
the end of the 100th Congress. 

04) Authorization Reporting Deadline
Committees would be required to report au
thorization bills not later than May 15 pre
ceding the beginning of the fiscal year to 
which they apply. 

(b) Effective Date: The provisions of the 
resolution shall take effect upon adoption, 
so far as they are applicable. 

D 1120 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. I yield to 

the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentlewom

an for yielding. 
The gentlewoman talked about com

mittees, and I happened to come 
across a statistic that I think the 
American public will find absolutely 
appalling. In the last 20 years the 
number of committees, standing com
mittees, has relatively stayed the 
same. We have about 21, 22 commit
tees. However, the number of subcom
mittee staff over the two-decade 
period has risen from 629 staff mem
bers to 2,085. That is a 231-percent in
crease, despite having, literally, no in
crease almost in the last 20 years in 
terms of the number of full commit
tees. 

The cost of operating the House in a 
2-year Congress has risen from $165 
million in 1967 and 1968 to $1.13 bil
lion in 1987, 1988, a 585-percent in
crease, and most of that is the number 
of staff that we have increased. Just 
amazing numbers. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin the 
other day talked about, when we had a 
press conference with our great leader, 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL], talked about the number of 
subcommittees that Bill Bennett, our 
new drug czar, has had to testify, in 
addition to getting prepared, 53 sub
committees he has testified in the 2 
months he has been in office. Here he 
is supposed to be getting together a 
national plan on how we are going to 
fight drugs and reduce drugs in our 
country, which is due in September. In 
the meantime, he has to spend hours, 
days, and weeks testifying. 

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield, on that 
particular subject it is a perfect exam
ple, and I do know a little bit about it. 
We, for instance, have a committee on 
drugs, very hard-working committee, 
that is not allowed to bring legislation 
forward. If we really are serious about 
an issue such as drugs, we should, just 
as we made the executive do, have this 
one committee, whether it lasts for 2 
years or 5 years, that could oversee all 
of this. The argument is turf. How do 
Members take it away from some 
other subcommittee? I think maybe 
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this House more often than it is doing 
should remember that the object is to 
accomplish something, not to just 
have another subcommittee on a 
resume or, frankly, another press re
lease. 

I believe most Members of the 
House are quite decent. However, we 
have just gone out of control on this. I 
absolutely agree. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate very much the contribution 
of the gentlewoman from Illinois. I do 
not know how we, as an institution, 
can criticize the executive branch or 
suggest they get their act together in 
the different agencies and depart
ments on the drug war if we are un
willing to do so ourselves in terms of 
our jurisdiction and authority, legisla
tive, over that all-important issue of 
trying to cleanup our streets and our 
neighborhoods and save our young 
people. 

Let me, at this time, yield to one of 
our newer Members. I need to say that 
this Member, who was a public citizen 
and who was so moved by the cause of 
reform here in the Congress that it 
moved him to run against all odds, and 
to be successful in those odds. I have 
told this story many times around the 
country, although the gentleman is 
not aware of it, but the gentleman is 
an example of the citizen legislator 
who has been motivated to come here 
and help in reform. Personally, I am 
delighted the gentleman has chosen to 
contribute in these discussions. I yield 
to my good friend, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. JAMES]. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, when the 
former Speaker resigned from office 
last week, he did so gracefully, with 
great emotion. His words prompted 
deep compassion. 

But, despite his words to the con
trary, the former Speaker wasn't the 
victim of a vendetta, nor was his down
fall the result of partisanship. Regret
fully, his fall was the result of his 
breaches of House rules and ethics. 

Has this disregard for ethics become 
the rule rather than the exception? 

I know one thing-this is a sad time 
for the ideals of "people's govern
ment." The Speaker's ethical demise is 
an institutional tragedy, an American 
tragedy, for it reflects a branch of 
Government whose majority is out of 
touch with reality. Too many Mem
bers of Congress seem to have forgot
ten that we work for the people-and 
we're subject to their needs and their 
beliefs. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the 
former Speaker that we must end the 
"mindless cannibalism." But there is a 
cancer of ethical misbehavior festering 
in government. It must be exorcised. 
No, we cannot tolerate personal ven
dettas and character assassination, but 
we will not tolerate corruption in Con
gress. 

Sweeping and historic reforms are 
needed. Campaign laws must be re
vised-to give challengers a chance. 
Election to the House should not be a 
lifetime appointment, like the House 
of Lords. It's the "People's House," 
and it belongs to the American people, 
not the Members. 

Ethics laws must be changed to 
remove the potential for corruption 
and punish those who are corrupt. 
Honoraria must be outlawed-and that 
includes book royalties. The American 
people send us to Washington to write 
laws, not books. If you want to be an 
author for hire-get out of Congress. 
We must close the loophole that 
allows retiring Members of Congress 
who were elected prior to 1980 to keep 
unused campaign funds as a personal 
retirement account. That's absurd. 

American citizens who choose to 
become financially involved in the po
litical process should not unknowingly 
be tricked into funding a luxurious 
lifestyle for a retiring politician. And 
we must seal shut the revolving door 
which ferries outgoing Members of 
Congress in to high paying lobbying 
jobs where they peddle their influence 
for big dollars. For too long, Congress 
has paid lip service to honesty and in
tegrity while unethically operating be
neath the cloak of congressional ex
emption and immunity. This must 
stop. The House should not be above 
the people-it is of the people, for the 
people, and by the people. 

And House procedures must be 
changed to allow the views of all the 
people to be heard. Most Members of 
Congress cannot demand a vote on an 
issue-cannot even force the issue to 
the floor for debate, and are not even 
held accountable for how they vote so 
that citizens can clearly see what is 
happening in the House. The power 
cliques that control the House must be 
broken and the sunlight allowed to 
reach every corner. In the words of a 
great jurist-sunlight is the best disin
fectant. 

For 35 years Democrats have been 
the majority in the House of Repre
sentatives. This generation of iron
clad rule has created a warped feeling 
of invulnerability in the hearts and 
minds of some Democratic Members. 

What else could explain two promi
nent and intelligent Members of the 
Democratic leadership, being forced to 
resign amidst ethical storm clouds? 

We must strike out boldly for 
change now. We have an opportunity 
to reform an out-of-control Congress. 
If we cannot restore honesty and in
tegrity, this Congress will never be 
able to craft and implement policies 
that will meet the needs of the Ameri
can people. 

This is not a partisan issue-it tran
scends partisan politics. Honesty and 
integrity are a national concern, a na
tional challenge. No party, no politi-

cian is exempt from its impact and im
portance. 

Let us learn the lesson of this em
barrassing episode. Adlai Stevenson 
said that public confidence in the in
tegrity of government is indispensable 
to faith in democracy; and when we 
lose faith in the system, we have lost 
faith in everything we fight and spend 
for. Let us act to restore the American 
people's faith in our Government. Our 
ability to retain our strength as a 
Nation hangs in the balance. 

0 1130 
Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

appreciate very much the gentleman's 
contribution to our whole discussion 
here, our beginning discussion as we 
begin to look on an ongoing basis over 
the next few weeks and months to the 
broader concept of reform. I certainly 
look foward to the gentleman's will
ingness to continue working with us in 
this regard. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his very kind words. 

This is a concern of ours. I think we 
have an opportunity, a real opportuni
ty, to cleanse and to purify the system 
in which we work, and I look forward 
to being a part of that. In my position 
on the Subcommittee on Administra
tive Law and Governmental Relations, 
I hope to participate certainly on the 
criminal side of the ledger. As vice 
chairman of that subcommittee, I 
would say that I hope we will put for
ward and implement laws and suggest 
laws for Congress that will clarify 
some of the issues that admittedly 
may be confusing at some point. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman's participa
tion very much. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GUNDERSON. I yield again to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just like to make the point that 
I hope as we proceed on this impor
tant aspect of procedural reform that 
we also keep some perspective. I think 
it would be well for us to look histori
cally perhaps at what has worked in 
the past, at what was, for whatever 
reason, discarded but may yet work 
once again. I think there are probably 
many lessons to be derived from the 
history of this body. 

I have had the unique and, I might 
say for myself, wonderful experience 
of having served in this body back in 
the decade of the 1950's for 3 years as 
a page. During the decade of the 
1960's, I was a staff person for the 
whole time here in the House of Rep
resentatives and in the Senate. During 
the decade of the 1970's I was a lobby
ist. So I have seen the institution in 
close proximity from the outside. And 
during the decade of the 1980's I have 
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been a Member. So I have seen a lot of 
evolution over the years. 

I would maintain, among other 
things, that we have been strongly in
fluenced in my lifetime by the advent 
of television and jet air travel, and 
that has had a profound effect upon 
scheduling here in the House. 

I would have to say that I think in 
the past couple of years there has 
been a marked improvement in legisla
tive scheduling. I think this was a con
cern of our now Speaker, TOM FOLEY, 
when he was the whip, and as majori
ty leader he addressed that matter. I 
have complimented him for that. We 
know that scheduling is much more 
predictable now. We know the days we 
are going to be here, what is going to 
be scheduled, and when we are going 
to likely have votes. 

But there are other things under the 
heading of procedural reform that we 
ought to be considering. I maintain 
that Congress does not need to be a 
year-round institution. If we came 
here in January and buckled down the 
way they used to, we could get our 
work completed. I can remember in 
the 83d Congress we adjourned sine 
die the first week in August. We ad
journed in the first week of August 
rather than the end of July because 
Robert Taft, the then majority leader 
of the Senate, passed away and we had 
a state funeral for him, and it would 
not have been appropriate to have ad
journed on July 31 in the midst of a 
state funeral. So we adjourned on the 
2d or 3d of August in 1953. 

But if we came in here and buckled 
down and got organized, why could we 
not begin our diligent committee work, 
then see that legislation moves on the 
floor, and be out of here by July or 
August or September, or whenever? 
Times are different now than they 
were in the 1950's, and perhaps the 
pressures really are greater than they 
were then. But I think we could save 
ourselves a great deal of grief and ex
pense and wear and tear if we came 
here and stayed here and worked as a 
legislative body. That is not to say 
that we should not go back to our dis
tricts in the course of the session, but 
maybe not with the frequency that we 
now feel compelled to go back, run
ning out there every weekend because 
jet airplanes make that so available, 
and, of course, our constitutents have 
come to expect it. 

But I think we need seriously to look 
at things like that. Even considering 
ideas about committees meeting, 
maybe we would have to have manda
tory attendance in Washington, but 
we could have committee meetings, 
say, for a 2-week period, during which 
the House would not meet, and then 
the House could meet for 2 weeks and 
take up the issues that were ripe for 
consideration that had been reported 
by the committees so that we could be 
on a readily predictable schedule that 

would inject a little more order into 
the lives of Members and their fami
lies than currently exists. 

These are just some extraneous 
thoughts that were evoked from the 
discussion here that I wanted to share 
with the Members for the moment. I 
actually look forward to working with 
the gentleman closely in the weeks 
and months ahead, and I hope to 
share these and some other observa
tions. I do not think there are any 
magic solutions, but I think we need to 
view this whole issue in some histori
cal perspective. I would be concerned 
that we try to invent the wheel. I 
think the rules to which we need to 
adhere are well established in custom 
and law. We just need to sort them out 
and discern which ones are practical 
and applicable in the decade that we 
are fast approaching. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
really appreciate the gentleman's re
marks. Both the gentleman and I 
serve on the Committee on Agricul
ture in the House, and those who have 
been watching us over this past hour 
may have noticed that we were just 
visiting with our distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA]. 

The gentleman from Texas made 
the comment during our discussions; 
he said, "Be careful that you don't 
make the inference that every 
Member of Congress is bad, and that 
Congress as an institution is totally 
bad." 

I think that is worth mentioning be
cause he is absolutely right. The vast 
majority of the Members of this Con
gress from both parties, both sides of 
the aisle, liberal and conservative, are 
well-meaning public servants who are 
here because they are trying to do 
what they believe is best for the coun
try, and most of them, frankly, are 
here at great personal sacrifice. 

I think it is absolutely important, as 
we begin this discussion, that we do it 
under the concept that we are not 
here to destroy individual Members of 
Congress; we are here to rebuild the 
institution under the general concept 
of restoring or remaking a Congress 
that we can be proud of. 

There are four general areas of 
reform we need to talk about: Obvious
ly, campaign reform; obviously ethics 
reform; and procedural reform be
comes key because, while that is tech
nical, it is really the key element in 
how we make our laws, so that be
comes essential, because if we do not 
have good rules regarding the debate 
on foreign policy or public policy, we 
are not going to have good policy. I 
think from that standpoint, that may 
probably be as important as any of the 
others. Finally, there is an area that 
we have not in our time had much op
portunity to discuss, and that is the 
whole concept of legislative reform. 

The American public wants us to re
store Congress as an institution they 
can be proud of, but they also want us, 
as a part of that, to solve the problems 
facing the Nation today. And there are 
many problems, whether it be the cap
ital gains concern, whether it be the 
budget deficit, whether it be section 
89, whether it be education reform, or 
whether it be cleaning up the environ
ment or just a whole host of those 
types of issues. We need to respond to 
the housing needs of the younger gen
eration, and crime and drugs probably 
becomes the most preeminent in that 
area. And we have to deal with the 
child care needs of the young. There is 
an agenda out there demanding the at
tention of the Congress so that we can 
respond to the needs of the people. 

Mr. Speaker, in my closing minutes, 
let me yield once again to my friend, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
UPTON]. 

D 1140 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to say that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON] has made 
a number of excellent points, includ
ing all of the speakers that we have 
had today, and I know that we would 
have had more speakers had we actu
ally had votes today, but when we ad
journed yesterday, there was no legis
lative business scheduled until next 
week. But this is a real opportunity 
for us. 

Mr. Speaker, we are at a real thresh
old. We have a new Speaker this week. 
He laid down the gauntlet. He said 
earlier this week that we would have a 
package, a reform package, that would 
be done this session. 

We have embarked on a bipartisan 
commission in essence to look at some 
of the problems, certainly correct 
some of those with a whole number of 
varieties, and I am very optimistic that 
we can fashion a package to make 
some changes around here to make 
this a more responsive institution to 
the people that we serve, and it will, 
therefore, clearly bring up the esteem 
of this institution that has lost a little 
bit of its luster over the last couple of 
months, and I think it will be great for 
America, truly great for America. 

Certainly the good hour that we 
have spent here today, the discussions 
that we have had in the cloakrooms or 
on the floor during votes, certainly 
what we have heard from our constitu
ents, including myself just this morn
ing-a number of calls came in from 
my district-tells us the country is 
waiting for us to act. We need to act 
before they act to throw all of us out, 
and I think that by recognizing that 
problem, as we have here today, by 
putting a little bit of pressure on our 
leaders, both Republicans as well as 
Democrats, we can in fact make some 
changes, some very constructive 



11294 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 8, 1989 

changes, that will see the type of re
forms that the American public truly 
wants. 

Mr. Speaker, we have just begun a new 
chapter in the history of the House of Repre
sentatives-the speakership of TOM FOLEY, a 
man whom I admire and respect. As deputy 
Republican whip, I have taken out t~is special 
order today to urge upon our new Speaker a 
new way of doing the business of the 
House-doing business in a way that is fair
fair to all Members of Congress and fair to the 
American people. 

I am not here to complain about the parti
sanship of my Democratic colleagues. On the 
contrary, party rivalries are unavoidable, and
if conducted under fair rules-usually condu
cive to the public good. I do not want to de
stroy partisanship in the House. Rather, I want 
to help restore a competitive two-party system 
in the House of Representatives. 

The sad truth of the matter is that there has 
been a steady and unmistakable erosion of 
fair and open debate in the House. Often only 
one set of ideas gets consideration; a compet
ing set is stifled every step of the way. Com
mittees hold hearings on items of partisan in
terest to the majority; equally pressing con
cerns which are the priority of minority mem
bers are often ignored. Certain bills come to 
the floor with great haste; other bills, like a 
balanced budget amendment to the Constitu
tion, are never considered on the House floor 
or even in committee. 

This is not fair. Our democratic government 
works only if it is truly democratic. Democracy 
only works if all sides of each issue are repre
sented, debated, clarified, and then decided 
by a fully informed and freely cast vote. 

Mr. Speaker, we House Republicans are not 
demanding to win every vote. We are not de
manding the unrealistic or the undeserved. 
We simply ask for fairness. Fairness for our 
ideas, for our membership, for the people 
whom we represent. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to reform the way the 
House works and the way its Members run for 
election and reelection. In the area of election 
reform, I personally support and have cospon
sored several bills to limit the influence of po
litical action committees, and to increase the 
influence of the "little people" who live and 
work in the districts we represent. 

In the area of reelection reform, I support 
limits on an incumbent's use of the congres
sional frank, and limits on the now ceaseless 
pursuit of PAC money. 

In the area of institutional reform, I support 
limits on congressional staffs, on the size of 
Congress' budget, and on the kudzu-like en
croachment on the executive and judicial 
branches. The congressional committee struc
ture is a key procedural impediment, for noth
ing is debated on the House floor which does 
not move through committee. Although the 
number of committees in the past 20 years 
has remained stable, committee staff has 
grown out of control. In 1968 there were 629 
committee staff in the entire Congress. By 
1988 committee staff had tripled to more than 
2, 100 staff. This unfair committee structure
stacked against the minority party-results in 
almost tyrannical control of the House floor 
agenda. 

In the area of procedural reforms, I support 
more open committee hearings and more 
open floor debate. The most egregious proce
dural violations occur in the budget area. Ten 
years ago only 19 percent of floor rules pro
vided for a Budget Act waiver. Today, more 
than half of all rules reported by the Rules 
Committee waive Budget Action points of 
order. This is not fair. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people deserve 
fairness from those of us who bear the title 
"Representatives." How can we as House 
Republicans represent the American people 
fully, without our voice being heard in authoriz
ing committees, on the Budget Committee, on 
the Rules Committee, in conference commit
tees, and on the House floor? 

My colleagues and I have numerous sug
gestions to reform the House. I hope they are 
heard. The most promising signal that you, Mr. 
Speaker, could send to us and to the Ameri
can people is to hear them, to adopt them, 
and to restore the House of Representatives 
as a truly representative House. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UPTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, one 
thing that is always brought up in the 
course of this discussion about Con
gress, and our procedure, and our 
practices, and our ethics and campaign 
laws is laws that favor incumbency, 
and I think there is some element of 
truth to that. We do have to communi
cate with our constituency, and we 
would be criticized if we did not. Some
how putting out a press release or put
ting out a news letter is construed as 
being a bad thing. I think it is one of 
the responsibilities of Members to 
communicate and to communicate fre
quently with their constituency, and 
so I think that in terms of how those 
practices are criticized we had better 
be careful. 

Mr. Speaker, I refer back to my com
ments earlier in saying, "Let's ap
proach this thing with some historical 
perspective because, you know, they 
say"--

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair regrets to advise the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] that the 
60 minutes requested has now been 
consumed. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. With that, Mr. 
Speaker, let me just thank the Chair 
for his courtesy during this past hour 
and thank everyone for their partici
pation. 

Mr. Speaker, there is going to be an
other opportunity, I believe, today and 
certainly in the coming weeks. 

I thank all my colleagues for their 
help as we begin rebuilding a Congress 
we all can be proud of. 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to bring to the attention of my col
leagues a scholarly work that is of great value 
in our current efforts to reform the campaign 
finance laws. 

This study, sponsored by the Project for 
Comprehensive Campaign Reform and carried 

out by two distinguished academics, Prof. 
Herb Alexander and Larry Sabato, is unique in 
its scope and its thoroughness in examining 
the campaign finance system in America. The 
information revealed by this study is enlighten
ing and extremely useful to anyone who is at
tempting to wade through the great number of 
proposals that have been put forward in this 
important area. Rather than attempt to retell 
what these two scholars have found, I include 
the report they prepared in the RECORD. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

In mid-1988 a group of participants in the 
federal election system, mostly PACs, began 
to discuss the need for a comprehensive 
study of proposals to reform the laws gov
erning the election of members of Congress. 

The group recognized that this is an area 
where there is little, if any, current and 
comprehensive work. It also shared frustra
tions that the debate on campaign reform in 
the lOOth Congress was often too narrowly 
focused, driven by myths about the current 
system and rarely concerned with the prac
tical outcome of the proposed reforms. 

After reviewing several suggestions as to 
how such a study could be undertaken, the 
group agreed upon a study design which 
would test most of the current proposals 
against a set of questions on how they 
would impact the system. <See Appendix A 
for the study design). Two professors with 
extensive expertise in the field- Herb Alex
ander and Larry Sabato-were approached 
and, after making their own changes in the 
design, agreed to undertake the effort. <See 
Appendix B for background on the au
thors). Among the changes suggested by the 
authors and accepted by the sponsors were 
additions to the list of proposals and tests as 
well as the flexibility to offer proposals and 
ideas of their own. 

The authors began their work in early 
1989 by dividing up the list of reform pro
posals and exchange their first drafts for 
critique in March. The final documents for 
the most part reflect their shared views. 

The sponsors organized themselves as the 
Project for Comprehensive Campaign 
Reform, a non-profit, non-partisan corpora
tion. PCCR sought broad participation in 
funding the study. A partial list of sponsors 
can be found in Appendix C. While the 
sponsors believe strongly in the need for the 
study and the contribution it can make to 
the reform process, they do not necessarily 
endorse the recommendations. 

LIMITATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS 

By its very nature, a study of this type 
cannot be inclusive of all reforms or views. 
The sponsors wanted and received the views 
of two acknowledged experts on most of the 
proposals being considered recently by Con
gress and by those outside of Congress who 
have an interest in the subject. 

In coming up with the questions to be ap
plied against the proposals, the sponsors 
and the authors attempted to arrive at a list 
of generally accepted tests. Many of these 
tests are taken directly from the stated 
goals of the advocates of the various pro
posals-e.g. enhanced competition, amount 
of money in the systems, time spent raising 
money, etc. Nonetheless, these tests also 
cannot be viewed as all inclusive. 

Another limitation is that the study 
design lists the proposals singularly when 
most campaign reform measures contain 
several interlocking provisions. While the 
authors have att empted to relate the pro-
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posals to each other and indicate the results 
of tandem operation, no effort was made to 
assess the total impact of any specific legis
lative package. 

Within these limitations and other re
source restrictions such as time and fund
ing, the sponsors and authors have attempt
ed to make a major contribution to the on
going debate over campaign finance. The 
effort will have been successful if it broad
ens the debate, adds to the understanding of 
the current system and helps avoid unin
tended consequences. 

It is PCCR's intention to give the study 
the broadest possible circulation to policy 
makers, the media, academicians, political 
practitioners and others concerned about 
campaign finance. A symposium is sched
uled for April 28, 1989 to unveil the study 
and subject it to the criticism and comment 
of several other experts in the field. PCCR 
invites and welcomes any and all reactions. 

THE PROBLEMS AND HOW TO ATTACK THEM 

Both authors express in their introduc
tions a sense of frustration with the conduct 
of the current debate. Sabato emphasizes 
the need to differentiate "between real and 
pseudo <i.e., imagined) corruption". Alexan
der refers to "perceived influence" and "in
discriminate criticism". 

Yet both lay out specific problems they 
see in the present system. They agree that 
reduced competition arid increased costs are 
significant problems. Alexander adds to his 
list the "created dependency" on PA Cs. 
Sabato points to the decline of the political 
parties, the decrease of small donors and 
disclosure loopholes. 

Among the goals and guidelines to be used 
toward improving the system, the authors 
offer: 

Alexander: improve disclosure; regulate 
the problem areas most widely perceived as 
crucial; keep concentrations of power in 
check; use government assistance where 
necessary, but with least intrusion; ease 
fundraising and diminish dependencies; 
retain flexibility. 

Sabato: eliminate real corruption and 
remove pseudo corruption from the debate; 
subtract from campaign costs without re
ducing communications volume; build politi
cal parties; reduce influence of large, special 
interests without infringing on basic free
doms; maintain and increase competition; 
and increase public participation by broad
ening the base of small donors. 

Both authors caution against violating 
constitutional freedoms, producing unin
tended consequences and other limitations. 
Saba to warns, " . . . the complexity of the 
system and its flaws require an admission of 
inevitable, partial failure . The only 'perfect' 
solutions to some campaign financial dilem
mas cause worse problems in other spheres 
or even abrogation of precious constitution
al rights." 

Alexander says " ... it should be made 
clear at the outset that election reform is 
not neutral. It works to change institutions 
and processes, sometimes in unforeseen 
ways . . . " and, "There is an sense of irony, 
that no matter how well intended election 
laws are, the consequences are sometimes 
contrary .... " 

Neither believes, however, that these limi
tations should prevent attempts to improve 
the system. Alexander: "This <unwanted 
outcomes) is not a reason to retain the 
status quo, because change may be desirable 
and perhaps should be tried. But it is a 
reason to weigh the possible consequences 
of change as carefully as possible." 

Sabato: "The alternatives in campaign fi
nancing are sometimes presented as an un
appealing choice between leaving a deterio
rating system alone and instituting bad re
forms. But there are other options, which 
together compose a multi-faceted menu of 
changes that addresses both corruption and 
unrelated problems in campaign finance. " 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following attempts to give a quick 
overview of the authors' findings and rec
ommendations. For more detailed informa
tion see the matrix charts in Appendix D 
where the specific proposals are applied 
against the tests and, of course, the com
plete papers by each author. 

ALEXANDER 

Contribution Limits.-Supports raising in
dividual contribution limits to $2,500 per 
candidate per election; raising calendar year 
individual limit to $62,500 split evenly be
tween <U candidates and PACs and (2) 
party committees; indexing of limits, but 
maintainence of current PAC limit; opposes 
outright prohibition of bundling. 

Public Financing.-Points out problems 
with current proposals and recommends 
spending floors provided by public financ
ing, but not expenditure ceilings; any plan 
should cover both primary and general elec
tions; $2 tax checkoff to provide for Con
gressional elections and a separate checkoff 
of $1 per year for parties, both in addition 
to current presidential checkoff. 

Soft Money.- Continue use of soft money 
for party strengthening and citizen partici
pation; prohibit soft money raising or 
spending by presidential sponsored entities; 
require widespread reporting of soft money 
with FEC maintaining separate accounts of 
disclosures. 

Expenditure Limits.-Opposes limits for 
congressional campaigns because they have 
proven to be illusory and ineffective at pres
idential level; if enacted they should ac
count for state size and population; recom
mends developing campaign cost index to 
replace the Consumer Price Index as meas
ure of any expenditure limits and contribu
tion limits. 

Tax Credits.-Re-enact tax credits of 
100% of donations up to $50 on single 
return and $100 on joint return; donations 
to PACs would not receive a credit. 

Wealthy Candidates.-Opposes offsets for 
opponents to wealthy candidates. 

Registration and Voter Turnout.-Encour
age states to permit registration by mail and 
in public state offices; require U.S. Postal 
Service to provide forms to re-register 
people who move. 

SABA TO 

PAC Limits.-Opposes increased limita
tions on PA Cs because ". . . the hidden 
costs and consequences ... are enormous 
and destructive"; recommends a ban on PAC 
double-giving and a moratorium on gifts to 
previously opposed candidates. 

Spending Ceilings.-Opposes ceilings be
cause of bias toward incumbents and be
cause they will not control expenditures. 

Nonresident Contributions.-Opposes ban 
because all districts and members are not 
equal in influence or ability to raise funds; 
argues that citizens should be free to favor 
or oppose candidates who are important to 
them regardless of where they live. 

"Zeroing Out" Campaign Treasuries.-Op
poses zeroing out because it would not 
achieve objective of reducing demand. 

Restricting the Fundraising Period.- Op
poses restriction mainly because it would 
favor incumbents over challengers. 

Banning Member P ACs.-Opposes ban be
cause it would not effectively halt support 
through personal campaign committees or 
bundling. 

Independent Expenditures and Free Re
sponse Time.- Opposes restrictions on inde
pendent expenditures as unconstitutional; 
supports disclosure, but opposes free re
sponse time as open to abuse. 

Free Media Time.-Supports making avail
able two hours of free time every year to na
tional party committees and to each state 
party committee. 

Strengthening the Political Parties.
Limits on individual contributions to party 
committees should be substantially in
creased; unlimited, but fully disclosed, con
tributions to party committees for adminis
trative, legal and accounting expenditures; 
federal and state tax credits for donations 
to parties or a tax "add-on" for parties. 

Broadening Disclosure.-Supports disclo
sure as " the single greatest check on the ex
cesses of campaign finance, .. . "; would re
quire filing of direct mail solicitation letters; 
disclosure of fundraising and administrative 
costs and candidate selections to donors; 
non-connected PACs would be required to 
establish and disclose a fully independent, 
active board of directors; would require dis
closure of costs of administering P ACs, full 
disclosure of building funds, candidate relat
ed foundations and all soft money. 

Restricting Honoraria.-Favors severe re
strictions or elimination of honoraia and 
special interest junketing. 

Banning the Grandfather · Clause.-Sup
ports eliminating the clause as the "outrage 
of outrages." 

Free Mailing for Challengers.-Supports 
one free election year mailing for non-in
cumbent nominees. 

SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES 

Because the authors were asked to study 
different measures, it is not possible to com
pare their findings. At the same time, there 
are items in their work where subjects over
lap and comparisons are possible. 

For example, both authors support 
stronger political parties, full disclosure 
across the board, higher individual contribu
tion limits and tax incentives, check-offs or 
add-ons. On the issue of soft money, they 
both note the beneficial aspects of its use 
for party building and citizen participation, 
but want to see better disclosure and an end 
to abuses. 

They both express the need to lessen the 
dependence on organized giving. However, 
rather than adding new restrictions on that 
source, they urge expansion of other 
sources. 

While both oppose campaign expenditure 
limits, they appear to differ slightly as to 
their main rationales. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Both Alexander and Sabata use their con
clusions to summarize their proposals and 
the arguments for them. As such, the clos
ing sections represent the best summaries of 
this project. Some of their general com
ments deserve repetition here. 

ALEXANDER 

"The public generally is dissatisfied with 
what is considered to be high costs and with 
certain uses of political money but there is 
only mixed support for suggested remedies 
such as public financing. Good public policy 
is dependent upon reliable information, but 
there are those with a vested interest in es
sentially unworkable policies who some
times provide incomplete or distorted data. 
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And the media often are not critical or dis
criminating in analyzing the offered infor
mation. Accordingly, while the public may 
not have a sharp definition of desirable di
rection, many actions costing taxpayers 
money may be considered by the public to 
be self-serving. In these circumstances, 
Members of Congress have some freedom of 
action if they have the will to surmount a 
certain level of public displeasure. 

"While an ideal system can be proposed, 
consideration needs to be given to what is 
judged to be politically feasible. Even the 
ideal would be subject to unforeseen conse
quences as well as intended results. Even 
the ideal may result in the opening of new 
channels for money when old ones are limit
ed or closed off. 

"Yet there is clear need to be bold and 
constructive, and not to temporize or contin
ue a flawed system, as we have done since 
1974. The rise in campaign costs is inexora
ble and no system of expenditure limits will 
be effective in containing high levels of 
spending." 

SABA TO 

"The proposals advocated here are de
signed to produce a better political system 
and a more enlightening campaign process. 
But no goal is more vital than the restora
tion of public confidence in that system and 
process. The many charges of corruption 
that have been raised in the last two dec
ades-some accurate and some not- have 
almost certainly increased the level of 
public cynicism about politics and battered 
the voters' trust in the fairness of American 
government. That is why it is of critical im
portance for the next set of campaign fi
nance reforms to solve real problems in
stead of imagined ones. A clear-eyed under
standing of the limits of reform and a deep 
appreciation for constitutional freedoms 
that cannot be abridged will be required to 
create a workable, as well as a more whole
some, system of campaign finance. By con
trast, if we focus on the wrong targets or 
insist on unrealistic perfection and purity, 
then we will treat symptoms and not causes 
and will merely create another jerry-built 
rig of good intentions and unintended conse
quences. The rig's eventual, inevitable col
lapse will increase public cynicism still fur
ther, and responsible, effective reform will 
be ever more difficult to achieve. We can 
and must do better in our next attempt at 
reform." 

STEVEN F. STOCKMEYER, 

Study Director. 
APRIL 15, 1989. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON AGRICULTURE TO HAVE 
UNTIL MIDNIGHT TOMORROW 
TO FILE A REPORT ON H.R. 
2042, AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 
V OF THE AGRICULTURAL ACT 
OF 1949 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture may have until mid
night, tomorrow, June 9, 1989, to file a 
report on the bill <H.R. 2042), to 
amend title V of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 to allow producers to provide 
the appropriate county committees 
with actual yields for the 1989 and 
subsequent crop years. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON AGRICULTURE TO HAVE 
UNTIL MIDNIGHT TOMORROW 
TO FILE A REPORT ON H.R. 
2469, LIMITING RIGHT OF 
FIRST REFUSAL BY FHA AND 
FARM CREDIT SYSTEM 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture may have until mid
night, tomorrow, June 9, 1989, to file a 
report on the bill <H.R. 2469) to limit a 
previous owner's right of first refusal 
in the case of fraud or resale for sales 
of farm property by the Farmers 
Home Administration and the Farm 
Credit System. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

A TRIBUTE TO DEPARTING 
PAGES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the season for graduations. Many of 
my colleagues and I have accepted in
vitations to deliver commencement ad
dresses at high schools and colleges in 
our home districts. Here in the House 
of Representatives we have a com
mencement of our own to celebrate. 
Tomorrow will be the last day of work 
and the departure ceremony for the 
House Page School class of 1989. 

These young men and women come 
to Washington from all over the 
United States to serve us here in the 
House as pages and I am proud to say 
that they have continued the splendid 
tradition of service to the Members on 
which we have come to depend. Peggy 
Sampson and Lenny Donnelly, the Re
publican and Democratic page supervi
sors, are the people who train our 
pages and guide them through the 
many tasks that make our lives easier. 
I would like to thank them for the 
work they do with the pages. 

The pages perform a variety of tasks 
which make the job of the Members 
and our staffs much easier. Messages 
and mail, bills and briefcases are shut
tled back and forth between offices by 
pages. The flags which we send to our 
constituents are delivered to the flag 
off ice and returned to our off ices by 
the pages. The phone calls which we 
receive while here, in the Chamber, 
are received and delivered to us by 
pages. The whip packets are assembled 
and delivered to us by the pages. Even 
the legislative bells which summon us 
to vote are rung by the pages. These 

jobs may not be the most glamorous 
on Capitol Hill, but they are extreme
ly important to the Members and I 
want the pages to know that we appre
ciate them. 

Before the pages come to the Cap
itol for work each day, they attend the 
House Page School in the Library of 
Congress. It is there, in the early 
hours of each weekday that Dr. 
Robert Knautz and his faculty of Shir
ley Alexander, Barbara Bowen, Pat 
Caulfield, Randy Mawer, Linda Miran
da, Bob Nelson, and Ron Weitzel 
ensure that our youngest employees 
continue their education. Mr. Speaker, 
I am amazed that the page school is 
able to structure an education pro
gram that meets the needs of the di
verse group of students who come to 
us from all over the country. Our 
teachers continually strive for excel
lence in education. Academic excel
lence is measured in many ways. One 
way is admission to the National 
Honor Society. I was extremely 
pleased to learn that, last week, 16 of 
our pages were inducted into the Na
tional Honor Society. This is in addi
tion to 23 pages who had already been 
inducted into this prestigious organi
zation by their home schools. 

Mr. Speaker, while the pages are in 
Washington, they live in the Page Res
idence Hall. It is not always easy for 
these young men and women to move 
away from their families and friends 
to serve here in Washington. Adjust
ments must be made to new surround
ings, a new school, work schedules, 
and new friends. Myla Moss, the resi
dence hall director, and her staff; 
Monica Zunt, Jeff Hyler, Katie 
Siewert, Joe Tonucci, and Alisa Lewis 
should be congratulated for helping 
our pages make these adjustments. 
The pages really do come to be like a 
family while they live here. This will 
be evident tomorrow night and Satur
day when the pages say goodbye to 
each other. 

Another person we will have to say 
goodbye to is Jeff Hyler, one of the 
proctors at the residence hall. Jeff has 
graduated from college and is taking a 
well earned vacation before beginning 
training as a naval aviator this fall. I 
would like to thank him for his work 
at the residence hall and wish him 
well in his new duties. He has been a 
good friend to the pages during the 
past few years. 

Mr. Speaker, it was 34 years ago that 
I graduated from the old Capitol Page 
School. I remember that it was a time 
of mixed emotions for us. We were sad 
to say goodbye to the friends we made 
here in Washington. But we were 
proud of the job we had done and 
grateful for the opportunity to serve 
as pages. My page experience is one of 
the main reasons I decided to enter 
public service. I hope that the experi
ences that this years' class have en-
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joyed will help them in whatever occu
pation they may choose to pursue. 

Mr. Speaker, as these young people 
prepare to return home, I would like 
to take this opportunity, on behalf of 
myself and my colleagues on the Page 
Board-indeed, all of our colleagues
to thank them for a job well done and 
to extend best wishes to them in all 
they do. 

Mr. Speaker, I am including a list of 
all the pages who served us so well this 
past year. 

SPRING 1989 PAGES 

Adams, J. Clark. 
Anthony, Amy. 
Aronberg, Jill. 
Barlow, Janice. 
Beard, Gregory. 
Bianchini, Gina. 
Burton, Sherri. 
Chambliss, Rhodi. 
Close, Kirsten. 
Courtright, E. Bentley. 
Cothern, Rachel. 
Cronin, Kathryn. 
Davis, Patricia. 
Decos, A. Lissette. 
De Los Santos, Peter. 
Dorin, Melinda. 
Eckel, Scott. 
Ensign, Thomas. 
Felton, Elijah. 
Fowlkes, Danari. 
Gagnon, Catherine. 
Gast, Michele. 
Glenn, Scott. 
Goldberg-Meehan, Shana. 
Hagan, Janet. 
Henderson, Amy. 
Henn, Stephen. 
Holifield, Lamont. 
Hughes, Kristen. 
Hutcheson, Laura. 
Jealous, Benjamin. 
Kendall, Sarah. 
Kingfield, Kristen. 
Lallier, Meric. 
Lee, Su-May. 
Lloyd-Still, Robert. 
McCain, Penelope. 
McNabb, Kelsey. 
McVicker, Carolyn. 
Meyer, Candice. 
Miller, J. Duncan. 
Morris, Scott. 
Moses, Kimberly. 
Oros, Gabriel. 
Parker, Anthony. 
Pennington, Lee. 
Perez, Ernest. 
Peters, Lynn. 
Quinn, Sean. 
Roberts, Cheyenne. 
Sanchez, Ivan. 
Shaw, Erika. 
Snyder, Stacy. 
Spencer, Kyllie. 
Stead, Lara. 
Storey, Leslie. 
Strasheim, Rolf. 
Walker, J. Andrew. 
Wells, Katherine. 
West, Matthew. 
Williams, Craig. 
Williams, Thomas. 
Winfield, Charles. 
Zayas, Vivian. 
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UNDERSTANDING LATIN 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to second the statement of 
our distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] 
and his acknowledgment of the soon
to-be graduated class of pages. 
Through the years that I have had 
the honor to serve this institution, 28 
years, it has been quite an inspiring 
experience to see the youth who come 
up here who manifest an interest and 
develop the loyalty and the faithful
ness to serve, sometimes perhaps to an 
outsider in a servile or a menial task, 
but actually in effect exposing them to 
one of the greatest experiences of any 
democratic country, and perhaps a sin
gular experience, given the nature of 
our system, in the whole world. What 
I have seen has been by far the hope, 
the promise of the real wealth, the 
real strength of America in these very 
young, hopeful, intelligent eyes that I 
have witnessed through the years. 
Both young male and female pages 
have been outstanding, in my book. I, 
for one, wish to give tribute to the par
ticular page that I have from my dis
trict, who has served and will be grad
uating tomorrow with great distinc
tion, Peter De Los Santos. He has been 
a marvelous young man. 

I think so many people, my col
leagues, outside the confines of this in
stitution do not realize what a rigid 
test and requirement each one of the 
pages must meet in order to serve now 
as a page of the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives as well as the Senate. 

So I want to thank the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] and I 
want to wish godspeed and in all 
future endeavors nothing but success 
and happiness to each one of these 
pages who will be graduating tomor
row. 

Mr. Speaker, the thing that moti
vates my addressing my colleagues 
today is a matter that is not concerned 
with the main preoccupation of the 
moment, as chairman of the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs, that is the current crisis that 
is afflicting our financial institutional 
life in the United States. It is a great 
crisis, unprecedented in 55 years, but 
that is not what I am rising here for. 

I am rising in order to continue a 
subject matter for discussion that I 
first began on April 1, 1980, the Presi
dent then being President Jimmy 
Carter. Then later with great intensity 
and great travail and almost a demor
alizing feeling during the entire years 
of President Reagan's administration. 

On April 1, 1980, for the first time 
since I had come to the Congress in 

1961, I addressed a subject matter that 
generally and popularly we tend to say 
concerning what we call Latin Amer
ica, but which is, I am afraid, too pat a 
way for us to continue to indulge in. I 
think every day that goes by that we 
continue in this dangerous indulgence, 
we are in effect predicting and casting 
our coming generations, these pages 
and their children and their grandchil
dren, to a world that we now are shap
ing for them inexorably, and I think if 
we continue, disastrously, as I have 
said all these 8 years. 

On April 1, 1980, I rose because and 
I explained then and I am going to re
capitulate in order to bring coherency 
to what I am attempting to say today. 
The September prior, 1979, I had re
ceived a visit from three individuals, 
one of whom cam~ from my district 
and had served with great distinction 
in what turned out to be military in
telligence with the Army and who had 
just come back on a particular tour to 
attempt to visit the State Department, 
after having been in both the recent 
Nicaraguan revolution, working in 
behalf of the security of the American 
Embassy there, but later in the 
summer and that September in El Sal
vador. What he told me then and pre
dicted occurred just like he had pre
dicted, so his plea to me was, "Can you 
get hold of somebody in the adminis
tration and the White House and 
advise them that this and this is hap
pening and this and this is going to 
happen for sure and that the U.S. Em
bassy and the Ambassador will be 
under great jeopardy?" 

Well, I failed at that time. There 
have been administrations during 
which as an individual Member of the 
House I have had ready access and 
there have been those in which I have 
not. The one with the greatest accessi
bility was the first President that I 
served under, Mr. Kennedy, who had 
been a friend of mine since 1951 and 
with whom I had perhaps the closest 
personal association of any other 
President, including my great fell ow 
Texan, President Lyndon Johnson. Of 
course, Lyndon Johnson was the most 
accessible public man I have ever 
known, even including local officials; 
but other administrations, including 
the Democratic administration of 
President Carter, were not quite that 
accessible, and I failed to convey to 
the proper people on the level of some 
judgment-making evaluations what 
was conveyed to me. 

The other two individuals were 
members of a Peace Corps group that 
had served in Guatemala and later in 
El Salvador. What they said coincided 
with what the first one said. 

Realizing that everything that had 
been predicted happened, including 
the machinegunning of the American 
Embassy, a serious threat to the sta
bility of the American diplomatic 
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corps, as well as others, I then took 
the floor on April 1, 1980. It was my 
way of trying to communicate with 
the administration and the President. 
I appealed to the President not to suc
cumb to the temptation of sending 
military contingents, because it was 
then that the first group was decided 
upon to be sent to El Salvador. Re
portedly it was going to be no more 
than 57, but as I reminded my col
leagues, it was reminiscent of what 
happened in 1963 in May in what 
turned out to be Vietnam, that I doubt 
seriously anybody even knew at that 
time where it was and what had been 
given to me by way of information by 
a then-airman in San Antonio, the 
same thing. I thought it was ironic 
that the same fact situation had 
arisen. 

So I asked the President to please 
initiate diplomatic relations with the 
American leaders, both through his 
moral suasion of leadership which he 
then had, as well as the tangible lead
ership in the councils of this great 
body in the Organization of American 
States and to heed the Treaty of Rio 
and the understanding of Punta del 
Este and other prior understandings, 
and said categorically that I felt the 
administration and the United States 
would have no more than 90 days in 
order to assert its last vestigial residu
al influence as a leader, not a military 
leader, not a leader because of its su
perior force, but because it was a natu
ral superior moral leader. 

0 1200 
It was with great dismay that I no

ticed that I was, of course, completely 
overlooked. As a matter of fact, I will 
say that I have received more ridicule, 
at least in printed reports and even 
out-and-out criticisms on the part of 
my hometown papers, for even using 
special orders than I have received any 
other kind of notice, other than some 
very wonderful colleagues who have 
either listened or have read my words 
and have communicated with me their 
equal concern. 

Be that as it may, the rest is history. 
Mr. Carter lost in November. Mr. 
Reagan came in and immediately his 
Secretary of State, General Haig, an
nounced a policy of militarization. He 
drew the line, so to speak, and said, "I 
am drawing the line, and I am drawing 
it in El Salvador." That is the smallest 
nation in that whole isthmus, and it is 
not a north-south issue. It is an east
west issue, and he said, "We are not 
only going to draw the line here, if 
necessary we will go to the root of the 
cause," meaning Cuba. 

That was immediately reported as 
not a veiled but an outright promise 
for direct military intervention. This 
was a Secretary of State talking, not 
the Secretary of Defense, nor the 
President himself. He was drawing the 
line. He was making it a Marxist-Len-

inist-Cuban issue. Every word that 
came from El Salvador, as it had from 
Nicaragua, was that in El Salvador we 
had a continuing, continuing effort on 
the part of the masses of people since 
1932, and the bloody uprising then 
that was crushed brutally with the 
loss of over 30,000 lives, because at 
that time who even read about those 
countries, but the world has shrunk, 
as I pointed out in 1980. 

Latin America is radically different 
from what it was even 5 years before, 
and certainly much more than it was 
at the time of Kennedy's announce
ment of the partnership, the great alli
ance. What it meant was that the 
world has contracted. It has short
ened. There is not the least peasant 
submerged in the grossest of poverty 
comparable to any anywhere else on 
any other continent in such places as 
Guatemala, where we have suffered 
and even aided and abetted genocide 
against some of the most impoverished 
groups of Indians in those hills of 
Guatemala on which I have spoken 
out here in the House. 

Anyway, it was with great dismay 
that time after time I would repeated
ly show that what the United States 
was doing was evoking a 1929 Calvin 
Coolidge program without even an ini
tial effort to proceed diplomatically. 
Usually military is called in when di
plomacy has failed, but in this case 
intervention was immediately the pro
gram. I took the floor and denounced 
it. Soon after that, it became a parti
san issue, and I was accused of being 
partisan, forgetting that I first started 
speaking out and was equally critical 
of a Democratic President. 

Today, I rise because it should be ob
vious to me and to everybody else, and 
it is with great dismay that I say this, 
and certainly it does not give me any 
satisfaction to say that while it is not 
on the headlines, the question of 
Panama, which incidentally my col
leagues cannot say is an issue of com
munism versus anticommunism or 
Russian penetration. So wherein can 
we say that the policies or the actions 
that have been the case of this Gov
ernment of ours, sometimes with the 
actual aid and abettance of this Con
gress, have been anything but bank
rupt in El Salvador after 8 years and 
$4 billion-plus of investment? Where 
are we? We are not any closer to any 
kind of happy solution than we were 
then. In fact, we are farther away and 
with a negative ultimate presence of 
the United States, where we should be 
positive and affirmative, and at a time 
when the world is breaking into re
gions, Japan in the Far East almost re
couping its co-sphere of prosperity of 
prewar Japan, in Europe where they 
are uniting, centralizing, and now have 
worked a pretty good effective 
common currency, monetary system, 
which again I have been addressing 
since 1979. 

While they are integrating, we seem 
to be disintegrating. We have the nat
ural position to be the leaders in every 
way in the New World. This is our co
sphere of influence and leadership. As 
I said for 8 years, we are not going to 
shoot ourselves in the hearts of what 
we call the Latin Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, it was with great trepi
dation exactly 2 years ago this last 
March 5 that I introduced an impeach
ment resolution based on the fact that 
Mr. Reagan was violating not only our 
domestic laws but some of the basic 
international laws, and mostly because 
there was no question about it, that 
preparations were well under way for 
a direct invasion of Nicaragua. 

Always fortunately we have had, as 
we have had in the civil side of our 
Government, real integral military ad
visers, but also as we have had in the 
civil government, always had, the 
danger of political penetration, and we 
have had political generals whose 
advice has cost us severely in the past, 
all through our history incidentally, 
but we have also had the profession
als, and their estimates were far differ
ent from what the political generals 
were trying to tell the President, 
President Reagan. 

I took this floor repeatedly. I am 
convinced that when Speaker JIM 
WRIGHT joined in speaking out in 
warning, he doomed himself, because 
he antagonized the most powerful 
forces of any country in any part of 
the world, and that I am convinced of. 
I have tracked from the moment he 
even had a dialog with Daniel Ortega, 
for example, but today I rise to tell my 
colleagues that with this stalemate in 
Panama, that 90 percent of it has been 
our making. 

Gen. Manuel Antonio Noriega is a 
product of our confusion and our 
counterproductive mishmash of intelli
gence agencies and their incapacity to 
even communicate with each other. 
Less than 4 years ago Gen. Manuel 
Antonio Noriega was on the payroll of 
the CIA and was getting a net total of 
over $200,000, which is as much as our 
American President receives. He was 
cheek-by-jowl with such characters as 
Colonel North, because he was like the 
criminal element in our country that 
our law-enforcement agents unhappily 
worked with in an effort to get some
body else, who have been so adept and 
so wily that they use that in order to 
actually win out against the law-en
forcement agents. 

The kind of narcotics and dope trade 
we have had would not be possible in 
our country unless there had been a 
hand-in-glove arrangement between 
the political and the business, and in 
this case it turned out to be even the 
military. It could not happen if that 
kind of an agreement back in the pe
numbra of the darkened rooms in the 
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Caribbean and the isthmus were not 
taking place. 
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And General Noriega, who is a prod
uct not of the military academy of the 
United States but that of Peru, he 
epitomizes, and it is what he has 
banked on up to now, that blatant na
tionalism that so stoutly resists Ameri
can, what they call American imperial
ism. How could this happen in 
Panama, where we have total control? 
Where we still control their currency? 
Why should he still remain in power? 
Simply because, as I was trying to 
assess 20 years ago, Panama was begin
ning to be the focal point of what I 
called and still call the Latin dollar 
market. 

You have these huge international 
corporate and financial entities using 
the special laws that Panama has cre
ated, far more than even the so-called 
secret Swiss accounts, in order for 
them to launder this money. This is 
where Noriega successfully nourished 
the friendship of the chief drug mer
chants of the Western Hemisphere 
whereas at the same time, cheek by 
jowl, with the American intelligence 
agents who were saying, "Hey, he is 
helping us with this dope trade con
trol." 

How in the world can we say any
thing but that we are to blame when 
in 1984, for example, the election 
then, as soon as the election was an
nounced the person in control de
clared that the vote had been won by 
his party, which in effect was not true; 
the opposition party leaders were 
beaten up bloodily. Did we protest? 
No. Who was it? It was Gen. Manuel 
Antonio Noriega in 1984. 

And what happened after all that 
beating up and fraudulent election? 
Secretary of State George Shultz went 
down there to his coronation. Oh, but 
then in 1989, same thing, same scene, 
and we have to send the troops down. 
How were Americans treated? We have 
one reason here, the complexity of the 
situation is that we have better than 
40,000 Americans that are living either 
in the city of Panama or elsewhere 
within the jurisdiction of that Govern
ment, or off the actual premises of 
that part of which we still have con
trol, the bases and some parts of the 
commission-ruled entities. 

The time to have moved was then 
because it was then that we had as
saults on Americans. It was then that 
Americans were attacked. 

But, no, in fact camaraderie was in
creased. We had, to our shame, the 
same thing the French had when they 
were fighting their colony in Algeria. 
The French had six different intelli
gence components working at odds 
with each other. And that is what we 
did. We had Army intelligence groups 
bugging Noriega's house while the CIA 
is making deals with him, DEA is 

making deals with him, and Colonel 
North is making deals with him. 

How else can this be other than 
making us the laughingstock? 

So the reason I am getting up today 
is to say this: No matter what happens 
to Noriega, first, we are not going to 
be able to impose a democratic system 
on people who have not quite for 
themselves reached that point. They 
would all secretly love for American 
soldiers to move in and bring them an 
honest election. But if we do that, 
have we given democracy? That is, 
other than at the price of several 
thousand of our soldiers? Why should 
we have to do that when we could ac
complish the same thing by using our 
wit and our will and just living up to 
the traditions of American, honest 
Government? That is all. That is all it 
would take. 

That is what I told Mr. Carter on 
April 1, 1980. That is what I told Mr. 
Reagan, ad infinitum-some say ad 
nauseam-for 8 years. That is what I 
am saying today. 

My friends, let me tell you some
thing: I do not care how Noriega de
ports, you will not solve this problem, 
we still have the basic problem. We 
still have to learn to use our ingenuity 
to discern the complexity of that soci
ety. 

One reason Noriega has been able to 
stay there and does not fear or at 
least, has controlled some of his subal
terns. After all, it was General Torri
jos with whom we made the treaty on 
the canal that made a system where 
there would be only one general; you 
would have about 7 colonels and about 
some 13 lieutenant colonels. But the 
tradition there is for them to follow 
the coterie who have studied at the 
same institutions, and that is at Latin 
American war colleges, not United 
States. 

This has been lost sight of in Amer
ica. On top of that, Noriega has been 
able to use the frustrations and the 
racial strife that exists between that 
part of the Panamanians of negro de
scent and the ruling classes that are 
100 percent white. 

In 1984 there was a candidate who 
wanted to challenge Mr. Noriega and 
Mr. Noriega got him, and he then said, 
"I am going to expose you," and he 
did. He accused Noriega of drug ped
ding, he accused Noriega of two-timing 
the United States with respect to the 
Nicaraguan so-called Contras. Why, we 
went so far as to get a ship from the 
Middle East with arms, routed 
through Panama, with Mr. Noriega 
supposedly delivering those to the 
Contras. 

That blew up in our faces because he 
has been on both sides, just like a 
criminal who is working cheek by jowl 
with a trusting law enforcement 
agency that does not want to do the 
law enforcement on its own but has to 
have the crutch, the help of an estab-

lished criminal who sometimes out
smarts them by getting somebody else 
hooked and they get an immunity. 

This is pretty much what has hap
pened on the international scene with 
respect to Panama. 

Now I will say this: We should be 
preparing our policies now. I do not 
know what will happen if Noriega is 
deposed. He may be deposed but you 
will get somebody else right now that 
will not be too different. It will still be 
military, it still will not be democratic. 

The man that we backed, the de
posed Delvalle, was the man that Nor
iega put into the presidency after 
1984. The other man who did expose 
him was jailed and under threat of his 
life, was compelled to recant and then 
sent into exile, where he still is. 

The Senate committee had hearings 
from the other leader, Blandon, who is 
on record here in sworn testimony, as 
to the same accusations and charges 
against General Noriega. 

I am sure that the average Panama
nian, with the exception of those 
whose nationalism, whose fervor is so 
great that they can tolerate with the 
fear of an American invasion and they 
can exalt that nationalism; but what 
we have got to consider is what are we 
going to do, no matter how Noriega 
goes? What should be our policy? How 
should we in order to keep-what is 
that-the respect and good opinion 
and the cooperation of the other na
tions that share with us the destiny in 
the Western Hemisphere? I say time is 
awasting. We should not fritter our
selves now on having made a heel out 
of a guy that we had all our national 
leaders doing business with and doing 
it in what I would consider to have 
been an unacceptable way had it been 
exposed generally. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. EMERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. McEWEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mrs. PATTERSON) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York, for 5 min
utes, today. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Member <at the re

quest of Mr. GONZALEZ) to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. OBEY, for 5 minutes each day, 
on June 14 and 15. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission 
to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

<The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DUNCAN) and to include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. WYLIE. 
Mr. GINGRICH in two instances. 
Mr. VANDER JAGT. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mrs. PATTERSON) and to in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. WYDEN. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. BROWDER. 
Mr. ROE. 
Mr. FAZIO. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 12 o'clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, June 
12, 1989, at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1332. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation transmitting a copy of final regula
tions-national diffusion network, pursuant 
to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

1333. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation transmitting a copy of final regula
tions for the student assistance general pro
visions and guaranteed student loan and 
PLUS programs, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1232(d)( 1); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

1334. A letter from the Administrator, 
Agency for International Development, 
transmitting for the President, the annual 
report for 1987-88 on the implementation of 
section 620(s) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, as amended, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2370(s)(2); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1335. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the 
Navy's proposed lease of defense articles to 
Peru <Transmittal No. 19-89), pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2796(a); to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

1336. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the 
Navy's proposed lease of defense articles to 
Brazil <Transmittal No. 24-89), pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2796Ca); to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

1337. A letter from the Secretary of 
Transportation transmitting the semiannual 
report of the activities of the inspector gen
eral for the period ended March 31, 1989, 
pursuant to Public Law 95-452, section 5(b) 
002 Stat. 2526); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

1338. A letter from the Attorney General 
transmitting the Department's annual 
report on actions taken to increase competi-

tion for contracts, pursuant to 41 U.S.C. 419; 
to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

1339. A letter from the Secretary of Labor 
transmitting a report on activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for the calen
dar year 1988, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); 
to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

1340. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Election Commission, transmitting the 14th 
annual report on the Commission's activi
ties for 1988, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 438(a)(9); 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

1341. A letter from the Board of Gover
nors, U.S. Postal Service, transmitting the 
semiannual report on the civil misrepresen
tation activities of the U.S. Postal Service 
for the period October 1, 1988 through 
March 31, 1989, pursuant to 39 U.S.C. 3013 
(97 Stat. 1317); to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

1342. A letter from the Coordinator, Gov
ernmental and Public Affairs, Tennessee 
Valley Authority, transmitting a copy of the 
Authority's statistical summaries as part of 
their annual report for the fiscal year begin
ning October 1, 1987, and ending September 
30, 1988, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 831h(a); to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

1343. A letter from the Secretary of Veter
ans' Affairs, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize a headstone allow
ance for prepurchased grave markers; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GONZALEZ: Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. Supplemental 
report on H.R. 1278 <Rept. 101-54, Pt. 7). 
Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. APPLEGATE (for himself, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BUSTA
MANTE, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SKAGGS, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. COURTER): 

H.R. 2584. A bill to amend the Hazardous 
Materials Transportation Act to improve 
safety with respect to the transportation of 
hazardous materials; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Public Works and Transportation 
and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. LELAND (for himself, Mr. 
MOLINARI, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. SIKOR
SKI, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. TORRES, Mrs. 
RouKEMA, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, 
Mr. NOWAK, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, and Mr. BATES): 

H.R. 2585. A bill to control the release of 
toxic air pollutants, to reduce the threat of 
catastrophic chemical accidents, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 2586. A bill to amend the Clean Air 

Act to provide further controls of certain 
stationary sources of sulfur dioxides and ni
trogen oxides to reduce acid deposition, to 
provide for the commercialization of clean 
coal technologies for existing stationary 
sources, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CONTE (for himself, Mr. DIN
GELL, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 
and Mr. DAVIS): 

H.R. 2587. A bill to conserve North Ameri
can wetland ecosystems and waterfowl and 
other migratory birds and fish and wildlife 
that depend upon such habitats; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisher-
ies. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 
H.R. 2588. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Education to make grants to State and local 
educational agencies and community-based 
organizations to provide education programs 
and other education-related services to in
mates confined in correctional institutions, 
and to establish the Center for Correctional 
Education; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. DELAY (for himself, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. CRANE, Mr. DANNE
MEYER, Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. JAMES, Mr. 
COMBEST, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BARTON 
of Texas, Mr. COBLE, Mr. GINGRICH, 
Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
McMILLAN of North Carolina, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. DONALD E. 
LUKENS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. GILLMOR, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
NIELSON of Utah, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. 
DENNY SMITH, Mr. McCOLLUM, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. WALKER, Mr. 
ARCHER, and Mr. ROGERS): 

H.R. 2589. A bill to restore certain politi
cal rights to workers; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma: 
H.R. 2590. A bill to provide a delay in the 

effective date of section 89 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 until July 1, 1990; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORD of Michigan (for him
self and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 2591. A bill to establish a national 
program to expand opportunities for Ameri
cans, especially students, to serve their com
munities; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Ms. SCHNEIDER <for herself and 
Mr. FRANK): 

H.R. 2592. A bill to provide for a study by 
the General Accounting Office of recent 
cutbacks and transfers in personnel and re
sources at local offices of the Social Securi
ty Administration, to provide for a morato
rium on further changes in staffing levels at 
such offices, and to amend titles II and XVI 
of the Social Security Act to provide for 
protective accountability for communica
tions with the Social Security Administra
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHUMER <for himself, Mr. 
SOLARZ, Mr. WEISS, Mr. HOCH
BRUECKNER, Mr. OWENS of New York, 
Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. SCHEUER): 

H.R. 2593. A bill to make the antitrust 
laws applicable for a 2-year period to any 
professional baseball team that unfairly de
prives its supporters of the opportunity to 
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receive regular over-the-air television broad
casts of games in a season; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. BEN
NETT, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. LEHMAN of 
Florida, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. 
NELSON of Florida, Mr. McCoLLUM, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, 
Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. GRANT, 
Mr. Goss, Mr. JAMES, Mr. JOHNSTON 
of Florida, and Mr. STEARNS): 

H.R. 2594. A bill to name the Department 
of Veterans' Affairs outpatient clinic locat
ed at 1900 Mason Avenue, Daytona Beach, 
FL, as the "William V. Chappell, Jr., Veter
ans' Outpatient Clinic"; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire: 
H.R. 2595. A bill to authorize the detail of 

personnel of the Department of Defense to 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
for border patrol-related activities; jointly, 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself, Mr. DORNAN of California, 
Mr. ROSE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. SWIFT, Mrs. COL
LINS, Mr. TowNs, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MRAZEK, 
Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali
fornia, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. VENTO, Mrs. SCHROE
DER, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
DANNEMEYER, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois, and Mr. PARRIS): 

H.R. 2596. A bill to provide for the trans
fer of certain animals, commonly known as 
the Silver Spring Monkeys, to any of certain 
entities; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 
THOMAS A. LUKEN, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 
SWIFT, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
BATES, Mr. AuCorn, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. VENTO, and Ms. 
KAPTUR): 

H.R. 2597. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to improve compliance with 
hazardous waste laws at Federal facilities, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BATES <for himself, Mr. 
PORTER, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti
cut, Mr. MOODY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Mr. DYSON, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. HILER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
THOMAS of California, Mr. GARCIA, 
Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. DE 
LuGo, Mr. CONTE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. FRANK, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. OWENS of New York, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. Goss, Mr. DWYER 
of New Jersey, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
REGULA, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mrs. COL
LINS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CONYERS, and 
Mr. SAVAGE): 

H.J. Res. 291. Joint resolution designating 
November 16, 1989, as "Interstitial Cystitis 
Awareness Day"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota 
(for himself, Mr. LELAND, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. AcK
ERMAN, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. FALEOMA
VAEGA, and Mr. AUCOIN): 

H. Con. Res. 145. Concurrent resolution 
urging the President to refocus foreign as-

sistance, particularly food assistance to Cen
tral America, to reintegrate refugees and 
displaced people into the economic main
stream of Central American nations, and to 
improve the health, nutrition, and educa
tion levels of children, women, and others 
most in need; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 
H. Con. Res. 146. Concurrent resolution to 

designate January 25, 1990, as "American 
Coal Miner Day" in honor and recognition 
of the centennial anniversary of the United 
Mine Workers of America; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ROHRABACHER <for himself, 
Mrs. SAIKI, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. SMITH of Vermont, Mr. GUNDER
SON, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. BLAZ, Mr. Cox, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
DANNEMEYER, Mr. HERGER, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. RITTER, 
Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. CAMP
BELL of California, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. GooD
LING, and Mr. EVANS): 

H. Con. Res. 147. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress regard
ing admissions of minority students to insti
tutions of higher education; jointly, to the 
Committees on Education and Labor and 
the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

143. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Hawaii, relative 
to the Federal deficit; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

144. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative 
to the Federal deficit; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

145. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Hawaii, relative to the expan
sion of Hawaii's international role in astron
omy; to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 14: Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 45: Ms. SCHNEIDER. 
H.R. 102: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. CLEMENT. 
H .R. 187: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 

CHAPMAN, Mr. LEATH of Texas, and Mr. SAR
PALIUS. 

H.R. 188: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
CHAPMAN, Mr. LEATH of Texas, and Mr. SAR
PALIUS. 

H.R. 454: Mr. RoE, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DORNAN of 
California, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
DYMALLY, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. WOLF, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
ATKINS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. ROYBAL, and Ms. 
KAPTUR. 

H.R. 633: Mr. DYSON and Mr. SMITH of 
Mississippi. 

H.R. 720: Mr. HORTON. 
H.R. 755: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 775: Mr. RAVENEL. 
H .R. 799: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota 

and Mr. DONNELLY. 

H.R. 965: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. CLEMENT, and 
Mr. BRYANT. 

H.R. 995: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. DICKINSON, 
and Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. 

H.R. 1005: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BILBRAY, and 
Mr. LEVINE of California. 

H.R. 1083: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. MCNULTY, Mrs. 
PATTERSON, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington, Mr. WALSH, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
YouNG of Alaska, Mrs. COLLINS, and Mr. 
SOLOMON. 

H.R. 1181: Mr. IRELAND, Mr. LEATH of 
Texas, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. STENHOLM, and 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 1199: Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia, and Mr. HocH
BRUECKNER. 

H.R. 1291: Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. KASTEN
MEIER, Mr. RoE, Mr. McHuGH, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, Mr. WILSON, Mr. GLICKMAN, 
Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
SOLARZ, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. SHU
STER, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. ROW
LAND of Connecticut, and Mr. DORNAN of 
California. 

H.R. 1400: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. DYSON, Mr. 
SKELTON, Ms. LONG, Mr. FROST, Mr. JONES of 
Georgia, and Mr. CARDIN. 

H.R. 1416: Mr. DARDEN, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
CHAPMAN, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
MILLER of Washington, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina, 
Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH, Mr. PERKINS, Mrs. 
LLOYD, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SCHAEFER, and Mr. 
BROWN of California. 

H.R. 1465: Mr. PRICE, Mr. OWENS of New 
York, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. SHAYS. 

H.R. 1499: Mr. PARKER and Mr. JoNTZ. 
H.R. 1643: Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 1823: Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 1852: Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. OWENS of 

Utah, Mr. PANETTA, and Mr. BRENNAN. 
H.R. 1860: Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. 

TORRES, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. HYDE, Mr. UDALL, 
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, and Mr. PACK
ARD. 

H.R. 1931: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. HocH
BRUECKNER. 

H.R. 2051: Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 2273: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 

BILBRAY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. STOKES, 
Mrs. BOGGS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. DORGAN of North 
Dakota, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WALSH, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. RoE, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. JONES 
of Georgia, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. BATES, and Mr. 
HERTEL. 

H.R. 2358: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. FASCELL, and 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. 

H .R. 2420: Mrs. RouKEMA, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 
ESPY, and Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 

H.R. 2421: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
and Mr. RAHALL. 

H.R. 2460: Mr. RITTER, Mr. TALLON, Mr. DE 
LUGO, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. 
CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mr. 
BEVILL. 

H.R. 2499: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, and Mr. HOUGHTON. 

H.R. 2504: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.J. Res. 111: Mr. WOLF, Mr. MILLER of 

Washington, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. KASICH, Mr. RAY, Mr. ROE, Mr. 
TowNs, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. GEJ
DENSON, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. DYM
ALLY, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. Bosco, 
Mr. BLAZ, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
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CARPER, Mr. ESPY, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. FLIPPO, and Mrs. COLLINS. 

H.J. Res. 204: Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. SCHAEFER, 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. OWENS of Utah, and 
Ms. SNOWE. 

H.J. Res. 230: Mr. DEWINE, Mr. AKAKA, 
Ms. OAKAR, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. WELDON, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. BROWN of Colorado, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. 
CROCKETT, Mr. VANDERJAGT, Mrs. MORELLA, 
and Mr. AsPIN. 

H.J. Res. 274: Mr. LENT, Mr. RHODES, Mr. 
THOMAS of California, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
LEACH of Iowa, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. MooR
HEAD, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. HOYER, Mr. FLIPPO, 
Mr. BARNARD, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. HOP
KINS, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. MILLER 
of Washington, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. PACK
ARD, Mr. MICHEL, Mr. WALSH, Mr. STENHOLM, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
McNULTY, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. ENGEL, 

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. MAVROULES, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BROWN 
of Colorado, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. 
BoNIOR, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. RA
VENEL, Mr. PORTER, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
BORSKI, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
Russo, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. PARKER, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. SLAUGHTER of Virginia, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. 
LEVIN of Michigan, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. MOR
RISON of Washington, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
DORGAN of North Dakota, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RITTER, Mr. 
BAKER, Mr. McCRERY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. AN
NUNZIO, Mr. UPTON, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. FAs
CELL, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. 
DENNY SMITH, Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. BoEHLERT, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. LEWIS of Califor
nia, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. HILER, Mr. PAXON, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. WELDON, 

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. 
BUECHNER, Mr. BATEMAN, Mrs. SAIKI, Mr. 
HENRY, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. RAY, Mr. BRENNAN, Mr. 
HERTEL, Mr. FRANK, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. FEI
GHAN, Mr. CLEMENT, Mrs. LOWEY of New 
York. 

H. Con. Res. 60: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H. Con. Res. 87: Mr. GREEN, Mr. PENNY, 

Mr. McHuGH, Mr. HORTON, Mr. GALLO, Mr. 
HILER, Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mr. FAUNT
ROY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. DYMALLY, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. WALSH, Mr. BROWN of Califor
nia, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. FAWELL, Mrs. MORELLA, 
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, and 
Mr. FAZIO. 

H. Con. Res. 130: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
FAUNTROY, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. 
MATSUI, Ms. SCHNEIDER, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H. Res. 120: Ms. SNOWE and Mr. INHOFE. 
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